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R E A DE R 


Courteous Reader , 


» HE Scope of this Treatiſe us ts 
No demonſtrate Chriſt's Righteouſ- 
neſs to be in no other Sence ims- 
puted to Believers , than were 
their Sins tobim; that is, as 
their Sin it (ef, or in it's for- 
mal nature, was not imputed to 
Chriſt, but only in the deſerved 
puniſhment theres AL ſo oth i Chriſt's Righteouſ- 
neſs imputed fol otherwiſe has in it's bl eſſe 24 
fruits and ſaving effetts: So that Sinners being juſtt- 
fied by Chriſt's Obedience, or made righteous (4s St. 
Paul expreſſeth it) is no more than thety being diſob- 
ed and a witted from Condemnation for the merit 
Feit: s Kiphteouſneſs. 
The occaſion of my Undertaking this Service, was, 
the peruſing ſome late Das, concerning whoſe Au- 
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thors, though I mnſt bear them record, that they have a 
zeal of God, yet | cannot ſay, as gladly I would, that 
# # according to knowledg. The Dorine main- 
tained in this Treatiſe #s by one of the ſaid Authors 
Mr.Rolls accuſed as damnable dofGrine,s «limb of 
Popery, yea the very Rats-bane of Popery ,and the 
maintenance of 1t an expreſs contradiftion of the 
Church of Eng'iand in the preat point of Juſtifica- 
tion : By which words,and many others to the ſame 
purpoſe, he hath done more credit to the Church of 
Rome, and more wrong and diſbonour to our own 
(hurch, than | believe he did intend, or was aware of. 
Another of thoſe Amthors Dr.Owen in bis Vinaicatt» 
on 494inſt Mr.Sherlock hath very much of the ſame 
wrcharitable and nnadviſed talk. And after the per- 
wſel of theſe, My. Ferguſon's Book,ſtyled the Intereſt 
of Reaſon in Religion came to my hands, wherein | 
percetved the like fervent and inorainate Zeal : 
Hereupon, as the Apoſtle ſaith of the good Zeal of his 
Corinthians, that it had provoked very many, the 
Zeal of theſe Brethren for the upholding and prope- 
gating Error hath in a different ence provoked me, 
Viz. to offer an helping hand for the defence of the 
truth, nor hath ought elſe induced me hereunto z; 4s 
hauin? not the leaſt Pique at any of thoſe Authors 
perſons, in regard of their diſſent from my ſenti- 
ments, or on any other account, they being all perfettly 
wnknown to me nor the leaſt touth of emvy at their Po- 
pularity, nor was | excited to this undertaking by any 
ether. 

If any ſhall obje(# againſt my thus voluntarily ap- 
pearing in this Conteſt,as Eliab did againſt bis brother 
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David's forwardneſs to another kind of Combate, 
ſaying, it is the pride and naughtineſs of thy hearr, 
[ think it enowgh to reply as David did, Is therene 
a Cauſe ? Seeing ſo many at this time employ to the 
utmoſt their Pens and Tongues to acery and defame the 
great Truths here contended for,ana to defend and þro- 
mote the erroneows Principles here oppoſed. 

As for my manner of writing , I was ſolicitous only 
to ſpeak intelligibly to the capacity of ordinary Rea- 
ders,not affe Fing curioſity of the Stile : And, I hope, 
it will appear that I beve endeavoured to right the 
Truths of the Goſpel without wronging any of my 
diſſenting CEOS miſrepreſenting their words or 
ſence or uncomely reflections upon any of them:I think 
it expeatent likewiſe to acclare, that in this Contro- 
verſy concerning impured Righteouſneſs, 1 do net ſtep 


* forth as a ſecond to any, who have of late appeared for 


the Cauſe 1 maintain, either particularly Mr. . Ea x- 
ter, Mr.William Sherlock, My. Joſeph Truman, 
Mr.Edward Fowler,or any other.e My only aim was, 
according to my ſlender Talent, to ſerve and bear wit- 
neſs to the truth, without defign to pleaſe or gratiſy 

any perſon. 
If after this Profeſſion of an honeſt meaning and 
ſincere deſire to do goud,it ſhall prove my Lot to hear 
ill in any kind, to be accuſed 15 a mygfirus, or Pre- 
waricator,one who would build a14in what by his Sub- 
ſcription to the Articles and Homilies of the Church 
of England he hath deſtroyed, to be repreached as « 
Socinian, or to ſuffer by any ether name of intended 
Ionominy, | ſhail net thereupon be ſo ſurprized, as if 
ſome range thing bad happened tc me, nor fball = 
2 ie 
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the leaſt (1 hope through God's grace) be diſcouraged 
by ſuch uſage, nor yet exaſperated, but ſhall ſay in the 
words of the Prophet Jeremy, Truly this is a grief 
and I muſt bear ir. 

Laſtly, I think it not amiſs to add this Information, 
that the following Treatiſe is only one Part of what 1 
aefianed to publiſh concerning 1mputed Righteouſ- 
neſs, ard that | have almoſt perfetted a ſecond part 
concerning Forgiveneſs of Sin, as that very Righte- 
onſneſs which is ſaid in eripture to be imputed by God 
to believing Sinners, for the ſake of Chriſt's Righte- 
ouſneſs ; and withal concerning Faith, as tbe thing it 
ſelf,which is moſt expreſly and very frequently ſaid in 
Scripture to be imputed for Righteouſneſs; with the 
reſolution of many material Dneſtions pertaining 
thereunto. | deſired to have had both theſe parts pub- 
liſhed together, but this having been a great while in 
the Preſs, it was thowwht more adviſable , that it 
ſhould not ſtay for the other but come ont by it ſelf. 

To coxclude, Let wsbe zealouſly aftefed alwaies, 
Gal.g.18. but with the great St. Paul's Limitation in 
a good thing, and according to the weight of every 

ſuch matter, let the height of our Zeal be ; and above 
1Per.g.3, all things et us have fervent Charity as 
mong our ſelves : May the God of Peace, and Love, 
and Truth be with us all, This (hall be ever the heart's 
aefire ana prayer of 
Keavnon Reader, 


Jud) 26e1073 «  % : 
Thy aged Servant in the 
Work of the Goſpel. 


Thomas Hotchkis. 
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HAP. i. Q.1s the Righteouſneſs of Jeſus Chriſt impu- 
| ted to Believers * Anſw. Although it be yielded, that 
in Rom. 5. 15. there is expreſs mention of the word 
[ Righteouſneſs | undeniably to be underſtood of the 
Righteouſneſs of Chriſt nevertheleſs neither in that Scrip- 
qure, nor in any other place, is Cbrif ts K ighteouſneſ's CX = 

preſly ſaid to be imputed to Believerr.pag, 1, 

Chap.ii. Q. Have all owr Proteſtant Preachers and Writers 
erred from the Truth of Scripture, who have ſpoken of 
Chriſts Righteouſneſs under the name, or notion of a 
Kighteonſneſs imputed , or bave aſſerted the Imputation 
of Chriſts Righ teouſueſ; tos. Anſw.No,God forbid, two 

| reaſons of which anſwer are reudred.p.3. 

Chap.iii. Q, Is what ſence is it trne, or falſe, toſay, That 

ba Chriſts Righteouſneſs is imputed to us # In anſwer bere- 
unto a twofold acceptation of the word | Righteouſneſs | 
is ſpecified, reſpeliively to which different acceptatien of 
the word, it is determined in what ſence the Imput ation 
of Chrifts Righteouſneſs to ws, is to be aſſerted, and in 
what ſen:e it is to be renounced , with certain Reaſons 
of the abrenunciation thereof.p.q. 

Chap.iv. An Objeftion from 2 Cor.5.21. anſwered and al- 
ſo retorted. The blaſphemy of Mr. William Eyre is bis 
Aſſize-Sermon preached at Sari um IO3200 roved p.10, 

Chap.v. Q.Did Chriſt take upon bim the Guilt 21 well as 
the Puniſh nent of our Sins * Anliy., Nr, A brief ex- 


7 plication of the DiſtinCiion of Guilt, commonly fiyled 
Guilt of Fanult, and Guilt of Puniſ)ment; together with 
a Reply to what is all, 26 [ by certain late Writers out 


of Þiſhop Andrews. P 1 
| Chap.vi. An Safer to eral nnjuſtifiable paſſiges in 


Mr.Ferguſon's Fo'k, (iy/ed | The Intcrett cf "Kato nin 
Rel YION -— - |. Hi, fat s and manifold unch wita tble 1- 
ſnxations, 'T Fu rd, Wherein "tir (owed what mani: 
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of guilt or obligation to puniſhment what was , which 
Chriſt took upon bim. That Chriſt did not ſuffer, however 
by occaſion of that Law (Gen 2.17.) 4s tranſpreſſed, yet 
not by vertue thereof, as if that Law in, or by bis ſuf- 
ferings had been executed, His miſtake of the true nature 
of Goſpzl jultification, demonſtrated. That it is not againſt 
the eſſential Holineſs of God (4s Mr.Ferguſon pretends ) 
80 juſtifie a ſinner pon an obedience ( Ex parte ſui , ſeu 
peccatoris )imperfed with the reaſvn of hrs mitaxe.p. 16. 
Chap.vii. Th4t the Scripture doth n» wh2re aſſert a ſurro- 
gation of Chrit in our room, in ſuch a ſtrid Law-ſence, 
4s that we may b»- ſaid in,and by, bim to have done and 
ſuffered what bs 4,4 an1 ſuffered, and in or by him to 
have redzemed our (Iver. And that Chrift did not in 
ſuco a Law-ſence,ropreſent us 5 Profiors aud Attorneys 
do their Clients, Ambaſſadors thrir Princes, or Guardi- 
ans their Pupils,atiing accordingly in owr names, but of- 
ficiating as a M-4iator betwixt God and Man. The evil 
Conſequences charged by Mr.F. upon the contrary Do- 
frine, are denied. Hit thwacking Contradifiion imputed 
to others,avoided by them, reotorted upon bimfelf.p.2 5. 
Chap.viii. Mr. Ferguion's miſtake in thinking, that a ſin- 
ner by bis nutification is frezd from the guilt of puniſh- 
ment and fault toz, Trat Chrijts righteouſneſs is not 
more, or otherwiſe imputed to us for, tn, towards, or in 
order t0, our juſtification, than the remiſt m of owr fin. 
The nature of ja{t ification | forenſich, | opened, both of jue- 
Rlification indefinitely conſider2d, ar alſo of Goſpel-jugti- 
fication in ſpecial. The truth of the matter laid down 
in ſeveral Propoſitions, p.28. 

Chap.ix. That thoſs who aſſert, That the Law of works is 
abrogated, do in [whit ance of truth accord with thoſe,r-v0 
eb oft rather to expreſi themſelves ſaying, It is relaxed or 
diſpenſed with. God in juitifying a fianer dnth mot pro- 
wounee bim juſt and righteous that is, no ſinner. A ſin- 
wer not otherwiſe made jult and righteous by bis being 


. 


juſtified, 
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juftified, than by bir being pardoned through Chriſt. That 


8 ſinner cannot poſſibly be om from the accuſation of 
the Law,in it's charging him to be a ſinner. p.36. 


Chap.x. That the difference b:twixt remiſſion and Goſpel- 


juftification is not at all in this, viz. That remiſſion is the 
reſult of mercy,and the ali of one exerciſing favour, and 
juſtification the off-ſpring of Juſtice, as Mr.F.ſays. The 
u ſage of words in common ſpeech, ſometimes in ſrgnifica- 
tion contrary to that of Scripture, exemplified in the 
language of our Brethren of Scotland. Mr.Ferguſon*s no- 
torious miſtake in aſſerting, That to juſtifie is no where in 
the Scripture-uſurpation equipollent with to forgrve.p.39. 


Chap.xi. My. Ferguſon's miſtake in ſaying, That we are 


made Righteous With the Righteouſneſs of Chrift, as al- 
ſo Dr.Owen's in bis Book ſtyled (Communion with the 
Trinity) refuted, and that in Roms. 18. alledged by 
him. anſwered wherein is declared, That it is one thing to 
be juftified By, and another thing to be juſtified With the 
Righteouſneſs of Chrift, The Dofior's miſinterpretation 
of Phil.3.9.a:d Eph.2.8. That the aſſerting of the whole 
of 7uſtification,yo conſiſt in remiſſion of ſin, hath no ſuch 
evil conſequences, as Mr.F chargeth it with. p.42. 


Chap.xii. Q.lr a ſinner ſaid in a proper or improper fence to 


be juſtified * In anſwer bereuntort is declared, 1. That 
the Duettion in it ſelf is immaterial, 2. Nevertheleſs for 
the ſatisfattion of Mr. F. the Queſtion is anſwered, and 
therein it's proved, That the Fuſtification of a ſinner is 
of , or in it's kind a proper Jugtification,and in what re- 
(petis ſo ſaid to be, ſpecified. An Objetiion anſwered.p.48. 


Chap. xiii. Q. Why,or for what reaſons, may pardon of ſun 


be called Juſtification, and Vice ver(2? Or, What rea- 
ſons are there for their promiſcuons uſe in the N.T? 
Anſw.Iz anſwer wherennto, 1.1t is acknowledzed, Thas 
the Deſtin is in it ſelf not ſo conſiderable. 2. Neverthe« 
leſs for the ſatisfatlion of many diſſenting Brethren , in 
anſwer thereunto, ſ»veral reaſons of the thing are aſſigned 


and ſpecitied.p.5 4, Chap. 
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Chap.xiv. Q. How is the juſtification of a ſinner to he de- 


nominated whether Evangelical or Legal ? Anſw.Kather 
Evangelical,and the r:aſon aſſigned. The Arguments of 
thoſe ou the contrary ſid? both anſwered and retorted,who 
acknowled; that the juſtification of a ſinner is Evangeli» 
cal ex parte principii, but would not have it abſolutely 
to be ſo jiyled, but rather a Legal juſtification. The yea- 
ſon why this Queſtion is debated and anſwered. p.58. 

Chap.xv. Several miſtakes in Mr.F. according to the obvious 
conftruicn of bis words, detefied. That Chriſt ſuffered 
not the Idem, but the Tantundem, manifeſted by three 
things, diſtinfily ſpecified, and two evil conſequences of 
the contrary Docirine. With a Cantion in the cloſe.p.63, 

Chap. xvi. The Imputation of Socinianiſm groxndleſly 
charged by Mr.F.upon his Brethren. Mr.F. bis charging 
his Antagonitis with nox-ſence, refuted. That ſort. of 
union with Chriſt to be renounced, the native conſe- 
quence whereof is the reciprocal Imputation of our fins 
to Chriſt, aadof bis Righteouſneſs to ws, in the ſence of 
Mr,F.with bis Adberents ( i.c,) properly and formally,or 
otherwiſe than in the fraits and effelts of the one, and 
of tbe other, The reaſon thereof rendred.p.69. 

Chap.xvii. That Chrift may very well be ſaid to be mage 
ſon forws, to be our fias, to dye for our offences —— 
altbough - canmot be truly [a 4.that be did bear our fin 


is ſelf, or fia in it ſclf, or otherwiſe than in the fruit and 
effecis of 4 toe contrary wherennto is pretended by Mr. 
F. Mr, Fearoulon's miſtake in conf arnding an Ante- 
cedent OMprmilio? © an F wb : mOVitorious Canſe. the 
differenc: ur reof is aſſerted and exemplified. His mi- 


fake in not didinoniſhing borrwixt An Obligation and 
On Oblio at in t1 lufit " Th Fo; ih oh | wr fins did pro - 


perly merit Chris ſudfſericr neverivelels it will not fol- 
low from theres, that Chriit b 1: elf did merit it. or 
rrk upon him the meviting therert, That Chriſt may 
be (aid its ai improper eitce to be rienited, The word 


| Dcmerit 
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- F Demerit of Puniſhment ] ambiguous, a two-fold ſencsy 
| whereof is ſpecified, The Arguments which overthrow 
; the Popiſh dotirine of believers, being diſcharged from 
6 the guilt of fin, but not the Puniſhment , altoge-= 
ther miſ-applyed by Mr.F. to the point in band. p.73. 
Chap-xviii. Refleftions upon certain paſſages in Dr.].Ow- 
en*s Book, ſtyled (Communion with God) concerning 
Chriſt bis being made ruddy in bis own blood, Morally 
by the Imputation of ſin ; and concerning that bleſſed 
Bartering and Exchange pretended by bim betwixt Be- 
lievers giving up their ſins to Chriſt , and their taking 
from him that Kighteouſneſs, which be wrowght for them, 
Hes obſcure, ambiguons, nn-Scriptural phraſes repro- 
ved, and bis miſtakes therein ( according to obvious 
confirutiicn) detefied, An Objeftion anſwered, wherein 
a two-fold Taking or Receiving of a thing is ſpecified, and 
. applyed to the prerpoſe in band, His miſtake in affirm- 
ing, that the Saints by giving up their ſins to Chriſt, 
and taking from him bis Righteouſneſs , do fulfil the 
whole of that in 2 Cor.5.21. The falſhood of the reaſon 
aſſerted by the Doctor, why thoſe, who ſaid, Lord, 
Lord, were diſappointed in their expeation , inflead 
| whereof, the true reaſon or reaſons are aſſigned, That 
for ſinners to plead their repentance and dutiers not to 
barter with themſelves only, to taks Chriſ(ts work out of 
bis hand, and to aſcribe it to other things , or to fay 
their duties ſhall bear their iniquities ( according as the 
Dr, miſconſtrues the matter) but it is in very deed and in 
7 grus conſtrutiion, to put the work of their being atinal- 
4. into the hand of Chrift, aad to keep it there, 
The manne: of a (nners Bartering with Chritt Laid 0- 

pen, if it may fitly be ſo ſtyled. p.$1,52. 
' Chap-xiX. In what ſence may it be tritly ſaid , That we 


ly fave 


are intereſſed inChrifts Merit or Satirfuliion. In anſwer 
bereunto it is (tid, That three things may poſſibly, be 
meant. by the Mit or Sati:zfadtion of Corijt, which be- 
in 
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ing diflinily ſpecified, the Queſtion is accordingly deter- 
mihed. p. g8. 

Chap.xx. Q. Towbat profit would the Righteouſneſt of 

Cbriſt in it ſelf, imputed to the juſtification of # ſinner, 

be more than tbe Imputation of it in the benefit thereof ? 

Anſw.None at all, except that be a benefit, wbich the Fa- 

miliſts d» pretend unto, and which they call Our being 

Chrijted with Chrilt, The ſuffrage of the very learned 

Dr. Henry More. An ObjoHion anſwered , taken from 

the pretence of ſeveral benefits, which being diſftintily 

Jpecified in the following Chapters, are there manifeſted 

to be uull and void. p. 102. 

Chap.xxi. One benefit pretended by divers , That by Re- 
miſſion of ſ111, a ſnner is freed from the puniſhment de- 
ſerved by bis fault, but by Chriſts Righteouſneſs imp - 
ted,be ir freed from the fault it ſelf, the vanity of which 
pretence is diſcovered, Several Objeliions anſwered, 
wherein is ſhewen, That a ſinner may be diſobliged from 
ſuffering the puniſhment deſerved for bir f melt, and yet 
remain faulty ſtill, and that it is repugnant t0 the ua- 
ture,as well as to the Law of God, for God to repute 4 ſin- 
ner to be that, which be is not, or not to have committed 
thoſe faultr, which he bath committed. That it is one 
thing for God to repute 4 perſon to be innocent, and quite 

another to be dealt with re [petirvely to impunity 4s inno- 
cent. Inmwhat ſence a Thief baving made ſatufatlion for 
by theft, is in the ſence of the Law a Thief (till, The 
main ground of miſtake in this matter ſpecified. p.105, 

Chap.xxii. Another benefit pretended to be had by Juſtifica- 
tion, through Chrijts Righteouſneſs imputed, over and a- 
bove tbe pardon of our fins is, That remiſſion of ſin doth 
take off a ſinners obligztion to puniſhment, but Juſtifica- 
gion by Chrifts Righteouſneſs imputed, doth put him into 
8 (iate of favour and acceptation with God , the vanity 
of which pretence is diſcovered, The definition of Juſt ift- 
cation,given by the late Aſſembly of Divines , in their 


leſſer 
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leſſer Catechiſm explicated, ſo ar to reconcile it with the 


ruth of Scripture, though not from tautology, Three 
main gronnds of the miſtake, in the difference bere pre« 
tended, to be betwixt remiſſion of fin, and juſtification by 
the Imputation of Chrifts Kighteouſneſs. p.11 4. 
Chap.xxiti.A third benefit pretended by a finners juſtificati- 
on, through Chrifts imputed Righteouſneſt, over and «- 
bove remiſſion of finjs, That this latter doth only free the 
ſinner from eternal death, but juſtification doth moreo- 
ver intitle him to eternal life , the vanity of which pre. 
tence is diſcrvered;, with an anſwer to what ir odjelted 
to the contrary by Mr. Anth.Burges. An Anſwer alſo to 
the Dueſtion, Whether believing ſinners are not reſtored 
by Chrift, unto a greater degree of felicity, by their juſti- 
fleat " through Chrifts Righteouſneſs (ſuppoſing the In 
putation of it) than upon the bare ſcore of the forgive« 
neſs of their (insThe Contradiflions of Mr. Anth.Burges, 
in certain particulars inftanc'd in, p.118. 
Chap.xxiv. Q.What are the evil Conſequents which do na- 
turally flow from the Imputation of Chriſts Righteouſ. 
weſr.in the ſence bere impugned ? In anſwer bereunto, one 
miſchievous conſequence is ſpecified, viz. That Chriſt is s 
ſer, and the greateſt of ſmeners.p.12 9. 
Chap.xxv. Another evil Conſequence of the Imputation of 
Chriſts Righteowſneſr,in the ſence diſowned,vin.That Be. 
lievers are as perfetily Righteous, as is Chrijt The Righte- 
ons,yea,that they are more Righteous, than if they bad in 
their own perſons perfetily kept the whole Law, and that 
they are as acceptable to God the Father, as is Chriſt hins- 
ſelf. The falſhood and impiety of which ſayings at large 
manifeſted, and ſome — which are ſuborned to 
ſpeak againſt the truth vindicated. That man msy be ſaid 
to be juſtified by the Righteouſneſs of anotber, and not by 
his own, three ways, in the Application of which diftin- 
Giion it is plainly declared, mm what ſence we are, and in 
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what ſence we are not juſtified by the Righteouſneſs of @- _ * 
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wother,and not by our own. Several nnjuſtifiable and in+ 
tolerable ſayings of Dr. Owen,jn bis Bookftyled, Com- 
munion with God,related, with brotherly and neceſſary 
animadverſions thereupon. p-133+ 

Chap. xxvi. Ansther evil Conſequence of the Imputation of 
Chriſts Righteouſneſs jn the ſence oppoſed, That God ſees 
no ſin in the Saints, all their ſins being covered from the 
fight of Godby their being clotbed with the Kighteonſneſs 
of Chrift \, the falſity of which ir diſcovered, and certain 
Scriptures vindicated from their abuſe, A reply to Dr. 
Owen,who denies That it will follow from the ſaid Im- 
pretation of Chriſts Righteouſneſs to uw, that we are as 
perfetily righteous as Chriſt u.p.147. 

Chap.xxvii. Another evil Conſequence of the ſaid Imputati- 
on,That it leaves no place for remiſſion of ſin, in perſons 
made ſo compleatly righteous with Chriſfts Righteouſneſs, 
and that it doth utterly overthrow the nature of Goſpel- 
Fatification, making the juſtification of a ſinner to be 
quite another thing,and of another kind,than indeed it is, 
An Objetiion anſwered, p.152. 

Chap.xxviii. Another evil conſequence of the ſaid Imputati- 
on, That it ſubverts the neceſſity of our repentance, in or- 
der to our ſalvation by Chritt that the non-neceſſity there- 
of in Believers bath been aſjerted by ſome. p.155. 

Chap.xxix. Another evil Conſequence of the ſaid Imputati- 
on, That it everthrows the neceſſity of new obedience, in 
order to a ſinners being ſaved by Chriſt, Whence it is that 
divers Authors whereof ſome are named, do aſſert, That 
Chritians are not to d» any good duties that they may be 
ſed. Several paſſages to this purpoſe in Dr. Owen's 
Bayh iyled (Communion with God Yrelated,with Ani- 
madyverſions thereupon more at large.p.157- 

Chap. xxx. Q. May believers be truly or fitly ſaid to be clo- 
thed with the Kobe of Chriſts Righteouſneſs , or the like 

form of words ? Four Reaſons why the ſaid Dueſtion is 
propoſed and anſwered.The Anſwer it ſelf. 1. That there 
are 
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are no ſuch expreſs ſayings in Scripture cor anyScriptutt 
wherein Chrifts Kighteouſneſi is ſet forth under the Me- 
tapbor of Rayment. 2.That our own perſonal Righteouſ- 
neſs, in the ſeveral branches thereof, doth go wnder the 
Metaphorical expreſſions of Kobes, comely rayment, 6nd 
ſplendid array. Several Scriptmres, objefied to the contra- 
ry,anſwered, In what ſence "tis true, and in what, falſe, 
to ſay,that we areclothed with the Robe of Chrifts Righ« 
teouſneſs : And that it is more fitly and intelligibly ſaid, 
that it purchaſeth or procureth Clothing for us, than that 
it is it ſelf our Clothing. p.175. 

Chap.xxxi. Dr.Owen's miſtake in thinking, That when 
all fin is anſwered forall the Righteouſneſs, which God 
requireth for that time js wot fulfilled;the contrary where- 
wnto is proved. Several other of by miſt akgs diſcovered, and 
bis miſ-interpretations of ſeveral Seripturer.p.184. 
Chap.xXXx1i.That it is no where ſaid inScripture,that we Ay 
receive the Kighteouſneſs of Chriſt. The Dofior's pervert- 
mg that in Phil.3.9. from the trus meaning of the Apo- 
fHle.That be perverts the ſence of 1 Cor. 1.30. utterly be- 
fide the meaning of the Ap ft le, That be miſt akes the 
ſence of Rom.5.10.That Chrift hath done no more by the 
obedience of bis life for a ſinners ſalvation,than for bis ve« 
conciliation the contrary wherennto is ſuppo{ed by Dr.O. 
H.; iterated miſtake touching the end of Adam's obedi- 
ence. p19. 

Chap.xxxiti. Th? Doltor's allegation of ſeveral Scriptures 
19 #0 


* Y F 
"ur ſe.That we? are no therwiſe paſt rfl {. tran we 
are reconcil 


iled, or pardoned through the Imputetion of 
ChriſtsRighteouſneſs the contrary whereunto 15 pretended 
by Dr.O.T hat ron? f thole S TIptures alle fi 4 by bim, 
$0 prov? the Imput HOn of C briſt s obedience it ſelf M1410 
us,do evince th: ſame. His error in attributing, our jaſtift- 
cation to the life of Chriſt zohereas the Apoſt!» doth:Rom. 
5.9. J-xpreſly attribute it to bis Death However it ir not 10 
be underjtood,as excluding the obedience of bisLife.p.1g4- 
Chap. 


: 
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Chap.xxxiv. Dr.Owen's miſ-interpretation of Zech.3.3,49 
That remiſſion of ſin is no more the proper fruit of Chriſt 
death ( ar the Doflor would bave it ) than is Tuſtification, 
That there is not required « collation of Righteouſueſ; o- 
ver and abeve remiſſion of ſin (at be aſſerts) in order to 
a right to Heaven, His allegation of Eſa.61.10. to no 
purpoſe. P. 198, 

ChaP.xxxv. That owr deliverance from a ſtate of rejeftion, | 
or n-acceptation, and our Acceptation with God,are not 
two things,and to be aſcribed to two ſeveral canſer, as the 
Dr.pretends.That in 2 Cor.5.21. miſ-alledged by bim for 
bis pmrpoſe, retorted to the purpoſe againſt bim, His un- 
reaſonableneſi in ſuppoſing, the old quarrel betwixt God 
and us to be taken away, and yet no new friendſhip con- 
tratied. Hu ſenceleſi contradifiion in ſuppoſing That Adam 
was guilty of no ſin,and yet not to bave bad therempon a 
poſitive a5 well as a negative Hclineſi. That the non-impu- 
tation of ſin,and the imputation of righteouſneſs, are not 
two things, but one and the ſame thing, That Chrifts 
Kighteouſneſi is not our righteouſneſi before God, other- 
wiſe than in a cauſal ſence, and that our Righteouſueſs 
it ſelf before God is or own perſonal righteouſneſs. That 
in Rom.5.18, vainly aledged by the Dr.to prove his pur- 

ſe. That the non-imputation of ſin, and the Imputation 
of Righteowſneſs ( as they are the ſame thing) ſo they are 
to be aſcribed to one and the ſame cauſe. p.203. 

Chap.xxxvi.Tbe difference betwixtDr.Owcn and Mr.Fer- 
guſon in their opinion , concerning the Imputation of 
Chritts Righteouſneſs, or Obedience unto us.plainly laid 
open an their own words,yecited. That the Dotior denies 
Chriſt death to have been in our ſtead, but only as it was 
penal. The Antbor's opinion plainly and expreſly declared, 

in oppoſition to the DoGtor*s, That ſatisfaftion was no 0- 

therwiſe the effe&i of Chriſt s death as a penalty, than 45 a 

price, and 45 a facriticc. p.208, 
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Q. Is the RighteofſneſSof Jeſu Chriſt impated 
to Believers ? Anſw. Although it be yielded, 
that in Rom. 5.18. there is expreſs mention of 
the word | Righteouſneſs ) undeniably to be 
underſtood of the Righteonſneſs of Chriſt, ne- 
vertheleſs neither in that Scripture, nor in 
any other place is Chriſts Righteouſneſs eX- 
preſly ſaid to be imputed to Believers. 


S the Righteouſneſs of Chriſt int- 

= prted to ww, (1) to believing 

a ſinners ? 

Anſw. That the Righteoul- 
IRSD nels of Chrilt is impured to be- 

is an aſſertion no whecre in t2yms to be 


= 


lievers, 


(2) 
found in Scripture. And whereas by the Righte- 
ouſneſs of one, or that one Righteouſneſs mention- 
ed Rm. 5. 18. is unqueſtionably meant the Righte- 
ouſneſs of Chriſt, expreſſed by name in the forego- 
ing verſe : Yet this Righteouſneſs of Chriſt is not 
there,or in any other place of Scripture (for ought 
I know ) expreſly faid to be imputed to us : and for- 
aſmuch as the Scriptures areſo filent therefn, I can- 
not but wonder , that any one ſhould afirm, that 
the ſound of the Imputation of Chriſts Righteouſ- 
neſs is in the Scriptures as ſhril, or loud as was that 
of the Trumpet at Mount Sinai, as it the found 
thereof had gone forth ten times out of the mouth 
of the Apoſtle in that one Chapter, Rom.q. where- 
as the truth js, that although there be frequent men» 
tion in that Chapter of the words | Righteouſneſs 
and Imputed] nevertheleſs as to the Imputation of 
ChriſtsRighteouſneſs there is Altum ſulentizm,a deep 
ſilence, it being neither in that, nor in any other 
Chaptcr of the Bible expreſly aſſerted, that Chrifts 
Righteouſneſs is imputed to us. 

I will conclude this ſhort Chapter with the ſuf 
frage of Parens de juſtitie Chriſti Ai.O Pal. Nun- 
qnam legi, bumanam ſanttitatem Chriſti nobis impu- 
fatam efſe juſtitiam noſtram, vel ejus partem, Si quia 
legit, queſo mibi oftendat, mt & ego legam, & credam, 
In this ſort muſt I nceds fay of the Righteouſneſs of 
Chrilt, whether Active,or Paſſive, or both,or with- 
out any diſtinction, that I never found it expreſly 
ſaid tobe imputed to us,or to be ours by imputation 
or any part of our righteouſneſs. If any man hath 
any where in the Bible read fuch ſayings , I beſeech 
him to direct me to the Repotitories ( Chapter and 
Verſe) where they are to be ſound,that having read 
- | may at once bclicve both my own eyes and 
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CHAP. IT. 


Q. Hove all var Proteſtant Preachers and Wris 
ters erred from the truth of Scripture, who 
heve ſpoken of Chrifts Righteonſneſs under 
the name, of notion of « Righteoaſmefs impu- 
ted, or have aſſerted the Impatation of Chriſts 
—_— fow. Anſw. No, God for- 
bid, two reaſons of which anſwer are reanared. 


Q. 2. Oraſmuch as it hath been very ordinary 

with our Proteſtant Divines both in their 
Sermons and Writings ( both in polemical and poſitive 
Divinity) to ſay, That Chrifts Reabreonſueſs i impu- 
fed t6 ws, and imputed to for righteouſneſs, bave all 
of them erred from the trath in ſo ſaying ? 

Anſw. No, God forbid : for although none of 
them have preciſely kept to the form ot wholſom 
words, but fwetved or varied rather from the lan- 
guage of Scripture in that ſaying, nevertheleſs there 

no neceſſity to conclude them all to be under error 
upon that account : for 1. A man may poſhbly,yea, 
we do very ordinarily ſpeak the truth of Scripture, 
although not in the words, or terms of Scripture. 
An aſſertion may be a Scriptural truth, though it be 
not formed, or aſſerted in Scripture-words , and 
phraſe. 

2. There are ſeveral ſenſes of the word | Rights- 
onſneſ7 | ny whereunto it is as well true, 
as falſe, to ſay, That Chriſts Righteouſnels is impu- 
ted ro us; and this I will endeavour to explicate,in 
anſwer to the following Queſtion, which will be the 
ſubje& of the next Chapcer. 
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CHAP. II]. 

Q. In what ſenſe is it true, or falſe, to ſay, That 
Chriſts Righteouſneſs is imputed tows? (In 
anſwer hereunto 4 twofold acceptation of the 
word | Righteouſneſs | is ſpecified reſpetirve- 
ly to which diferent acceptation of the word, 
it is determined in what ſenſe the Imputation 
of Chriſts Righteouſneſs to us,is to be aferted, 
and in what ſenſe it is to be renounced, with 
certain Reaſons of the abrenunciation thare- 
f 


Q. 3. \ Hat are thoſe divers acceptations of the 
word | Righteouſneſs | with reſpeli 

| whereunto the Imputation of Chriſts Righteouſneſs to 
Ima) b? eſſerted as 4 truth, or is to be rejetied as an 
Erromur / | 
Anſw, The word | Rightcouſnels | is takenim a # 
double ſenſe, viz. properly, or hguratively :, 1.It is 
taken in Scripture ſometimes, yea very often,impro- 
pcrly, or hgurativcly, not tor the thing it felt, but 
tor the ifſuc,or benctit thereof, This kind of T rope 
1s uſual in Scripture and in common ſpeech, it being 
ordinary with us to put the name of a thing in the 
propricty of it inſtcad of its return in the bleſſed if- 
! luc, fruits, or products thercot, In this fcnſe the 
| word is taken Job 33. 26. where Elihu lays, That | 
God will render to 2 man 4 righte [neſs (4.e.) not 
the thing it ſclt, but the truit and comtort of it. In 
this {cnic thoſe, who tear God, arc fgid to eat the 
Libour of their hands ( i.e, ) that cmolument, 
which with their hands they did labour tor, Pſ.28.2. 
lo thc lik: ſonic hc who plantcd a Vineyard, is id 
ro 
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to eat, or not to cat of it (i.e. ) of the fruit of it. 
Dent. 20.6. Thus work is put tor the reward of it, 
Kev. 14. 13. Job 34. 11. The work of a man will be 
render unto him. Thus Epheſ.6.8. Whatſoever good 
thing any man doth, the ſame. ſhall be receive of the 
Lord ( i. e.) not the felt ſame thing, that: is done, 
but the ſame in the fruit and reward of it. In the 
like ſenſe are thoſe words of St. Job: to be under» 
ſtood, wherein he admoniſhes the Ele& Lady, and 
her Children to beware, That they loſe not the things 
which they had wrought(i.e. )the reward of the things 
wrought by them. Now in this (cnle it is true to 
lay, and a truth worthy of all acceptation , That 
Chriſts Righteouſnels is imputed to us, that is, 
in the ſaving effects of it, or bleſſings procured by 
it In this ſenſe to ſay, That Chrilts Righteouſneſs 
is imputed tous,is the {clf fame thing as to ſay, That 
the fruit and benefit procured by his Righteouſneſs 
is confer*'d upon us. And this, 1 doubt not, is the 
meaning of the Apoſtle in thoſe his ſayings, Kome. 5. 
18, 19. That by Chriſts Righteouſnels the tree gitt 
{ of pardon, or juſtification ) comes to us, and T hat 
by his obedience we ( the ci wwa?, the many there 
mentioned) are made righteous (#. e.) we for the 
lake of his rightcouſne(s, or obedience, are conſtitu- 
ted righteous ( 4.2.) pardoned, or jultitied. And bc 
it obſerved, That as | Righteowſneſs | fo ſin allo in 
the ſame hgurative (ene is faid to be imputcd to a 
inner (#.e.) in the deſerved fruits and cflects ol 
it; When the deſerved puniſhment thercot is, or is 
not inflictcd upona {mner, then is his tin faid to be 
imputed, or-not imputed to him, In this fſcnſc 
thoſe words of Shimei ſupplicating his Soveraign for 
pardon, arc to be undc1 ltood, he f LyINg, Let avt my 
Lord impute miquity wnto me, 2 Sam. 19. 19. nCerc 
by iniquity be doth not mcan the thing it {lt in"a 
D 3 Pro» 
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proper ſenſe, Ipſam cxlpam, the ſinful adtion, or the 
a& of (inning,but the deſerved fruit and puniſhment 
of it : In thisſenſe the word fin, or iniquity, are ve» 
ry oftentimes taken in Scripture , as in Gen. 4. 13. 
and 19. 15, Lake 7. 18. 

And as touching the word [impute}] when apply- 
ed to what is in it ſelf good, or delirable, be it obſer- 
ved, That it is the manner of Scripture ſometimes 
to expreſs the collation of a benefit upon us,or derj- 
vation thereof unto us by the word | impute | whe- 
ther the benefit it ſelf accrues to us by the way of 
debt, or free donation, as appears Row. 4.4. To 
bim, that worketh, the reward is reckoned, or im- 
puted (tor ſo the word is rendred three times in 
the ſame Chapter, v.22, 23, 24-) not of grace, but 
of debt ( i.e. ) onſuch a one it is confer'd not of 

race, but of debt, and ſo to be reputed. In this 
enſe to ſay Chriſts Righteouſneſs is imputed to us,is 
all one as to ſay, Chriſts Righteouſneſs is in the fa- 
ving fruit and benefit thereof confer'd upon us; and 
he, who ſays ſo, ſpeaks the very truth of Scripture. 
Having dcclared in what ſenſe the Imputation of the 
Righteouſneſs of Chriſt may and ought to be afſerted 
and maintained, I ſhall in the next place ſpecihe the 
ſenſe, wherein it is to be rejeed, in order where- 
unto let it be obſerved,that 

2. The word | Kighteouſneſs | is ſometimes taken 
properly and formally for the very thing it ſelf in its 
eſſential nature,in which ſcnſe.as it is very oftentimes 
taken, when applycd to the righteouſneſs of man, 
Prov, zo. 2, 12,28. Atis 10. 35. Rom. 6, 13,18,20. 
{o likewiſe to the Righteouſneſs of Chriſt, Rom.5.18. 
where the Righteouſneſs of Chriſt is expreſly men- 
tioned, And be it obſerved, That as Righteouſneſs 
in thc former ſenſe may not unhtly (as 1 think ) be 
fyicd a Paſſive,and inthe latter anAQtive Rigeongr 
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nes, & the faid two different ſenſes of the word 
Righteouſneſs] do differ as Oficinm & Beneficinm, - 
the one being the receiving of ſome good, or benefit Ley ar : 
confer'd on us, the other the doing of ſome good, or work,and 
duty performed by us. The phraſe | receiving righte- wages, as 
oulaels] ſee in Pſal.2 4.5. He ſhall receive the blefſing Duty and, 
from the Lord, and Kighteouſneſt from the God of Mercy. | 
bis Salvation : Righteouſneſs in that place being the 
ſelf ſame thing with Gods blefling, his faving bleſ- 
ſing. The phraſe | doing ghee] ſee in 1 Job, 
3- 7. He, that dath righteowfneſs , is righteous, As 
this is Riled a ſoxping of righteowſneſs, Prov. 11.28. ſo 
that may very fitly and ſaicably to the language of 
Scripture both of the Old and New Teſtament be 
Fyled Reaping Righteouſneſs, Hof. 10. 12. Gal. 6.7, 
» 5» Now in this proper, formal ſenſe of the word 
[Righteouſneſs] the Imputation of Chriſts Righte- 
ouſneſs to us is a dodrine , however owned by too 
too many, yet by very many others of our own and 
forraign Proteſtant Churches juſtly diſowned as that, 
which is no where tobe found in Scripture, whether 
in the words, or meaning of any Text in Scripture: 
for to aſſert,that Chriſis Righteouſneſs is in this ſenfe 
imputed to us, is to aſſert, That God doth account 
or reckon, that the Righteouſnels which Chriſt 
wreught, we wrought in and by him, or that we 
are reputed by God to have fulhlled the Law , and 
fatished Divine Juſtice in and by Chrift, that what 
Chriſt did in his own natural Perſon, God doth ac- 
count, we did in and by him : for,to have any thing 
imputed to a man in the propricty, formality, or ef- 
ſential nature of the thing, is to be reputed the doer 
of what is ſo imputed to him, theſe being terms c- 
quivalent and explicatory one of another 3 and as 
thus explicated do the Brethren , whom I do take 
upon me in this point apy openly own the 
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ſaid do&rine touching the Imputatien of Chriſts 
Righteouſneſs to, us5 it being thai exrour to think; 
that Chriſts Rightcouſnets cannot be accepted by 
God inour behoot,or prove ſavingly. beneficial to us, 
unleſs it be imputcd to us in their faid ſenſe; or to i- 
magine (as they do) a neceſſity, that what is impu- 
ted to, or for the jultification of a finner, ſhould be 
reputed to be done by him, who is jaſtihed 3 for it 
ſufficeth to imputation in this caſe, if that which is 
done, be acceptcd of God in the behalt of liners, 
or inſtead of that, which a juſtified perſon ſhould in 
his own perſon have performed, . Nor is there any 
cauſe, or colour for them to ſuſpeR, that the denial 
of the ſaid Imputation ig their ſaid ſenſe doth infer, 
or include a denyal of Chriſts fatisfaQtion, whether 
in the thing it (clf,- or in the bleſſed effects of ir, 1 
am at once both ſorry, and I wonder. to read. ſuch 
paſſages as theſe in ſome learned Aathors, they fay- 
ing to this purpoſe, viz. That human reaſon, or mans 
underſtanding cannot comprebend, bow Chriſts ſatic- 
fattion can be of ſaving benefit to w, unleſs it be im- 
puted to us in its formal and eſſential nature : The 
contrary whereunto is as obvious to be conceived by 
any unprejudicate perſon, as obvious almoſt can be, 
For my own part Ido humbly conceive it to be a 
great and dangerous miſtake to think , that Chriſt 
{atishicd Divine Jultice for belicving ſinners,that they 
might be reputcd by God to have fatished in and by 
him as their ſurcty z the truth of Scripture (to my 
underſtanding) bcing this, viz. That Jeſus Chriſt did 
1 humannature, and his own perſon as Mediatour, 
or in tac perſon of a Mcdiatour betwixt God and 
Man fatisnc Divine Juſtice, not that we might be 
r:putcd to have ſatisfied in and by him, or that his 
{ery (atisfaction ſhould be imputcd to us , but that 


that 
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that. his fulfilling of the law of Mediatorſhip was ac; 
cepted of God not as gur fulfilling cither of that law 
(for tha. law of Mediatorſhip belonged not to us, -it 
being peculiar to-Chriſt himſelf ) or of any other 
law whatſoever 3. but it was reckoned, reputed, or 
accepted by God as a ſatisfaction for ur 'tiot tulfilling 
the law of God impoſed upon mankind: I mean, the 
law in the rigour of it,or as.a covenantot works,and 
that ſuch an exact fulfilling of the law ſhould nat be 
exatted of us as the covenanted condirion* of - our 
falvation, but that faith and ſincere obedience to the 
Goſpel of Chriſt ould be fo required. "And Fam 
lad fo perceive, that in aſſerting the end of Chriſts 
atisfaction for mankind, I have the concurrence of 
the Authour of the Book latcly publiſhed, ſtyled 
( The intereſt of Reaſon in Religion —— 9- he laying, 
pag. 548. It was in conſequence of Chriſts ſuſception 
t0 be our Sponſor (or Mediator, ſay L,the word Spon- 
ſor and Mediator being promiſcuouſly uſed by the 
Apoſtle, as appears by comparing Heb. 7, 22. with 
chap. 8.6. and this latter word being of more fre- 
quent uſe with the Apoſtle, than the former, that 
being only once in its uſage applyed to Chriſtin Scri- 
pture) and with reſpefi to the obedience of bis life and 
ſacrifice of his death , as the procuring an4 deſerving 
cauſe, that God entred into a covenant with mankind, 
promiſing to pardon their ſins, receive thent into fa- 
vour, and crown them with life upon ſuch terms and 
conditions as the Father and Son thought fit to pre- 
ſcribe. © In theſe words the word | Mankind | is rc- 
markable, che Authour faying expreſly , That for 
Chriſts ſake | tor the obedience of his liic and facri- 
tice of his death as the deſerving cauſe thercot | 
God entred into a Covenant | not only with a tew, 
with the Elect only, but | with Mankind, promiſing 
———- And lam thc more glad to perccive , that I 
have 


f 


\ 
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have the FCRmene of the O'S Authonr _ aſſert. 
ing the Covenant of Grace to r Man- 
kied, becauſe 1 ſhall have had gar by to 
mention ſome things , wherein I am necefſicated 
(much againſt my will) to diſſent from him, and 
certain others of my Brethren. And I ſhall take a 
fit occalion to do it in anſwer to an Argument for 
the Imputation of Chriſts Righteouſneſs ( io the 
ſenſe diſowned by my (elf with many others ) taken 
from thoſe words of the Apoſtle, 1 Cor. 5. 21. from | 
which words I haye ſcen ina certain learned Author | 
the Argument thus formed, as ſhall be expreſſed in 
the beginning of the next Chapter. 


———- DW 
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CHAP. IVY, | 


An ObjeFion from 2 Cor. 5, 21. anſwered 
and alſo retorted. The gooey of «Mr. 
William Eyre in bu Aſize-Sermon preached 
& Sarum, 1652, reproved. | 


Uomodo, in what ſort, or manner Chriſt wa 
() made fin for us in the ſame manner was he made 
Righteouſneſs to ws, But be was made ſin for ws only 
by Impmutation. Ergo — 

Anſw.This Argument is not at all to the purpoſe 
in hand, or the matter here in controverſie, which 
15 not, Whether Chriſts Righteouſneſs be imputed 
to us, or whether our ſins were imputed to him 
for although it be not expreſly, and in terms aſſer- 
ted in any place of the Bible, &ther that our fins 
were imputed to Chrilt, or that his Righteouſnebs is 
tmputcd to us, nevertheleſs it is readily and unani- 
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mouſly granted, That both of them may truly be 
aſſerted in a certain ſenſe to be imputed, the only 
Queſtion _ this, viz. In what ſenſe were our fins 
imputed to Chriſt, and in what ſenſe is Chriſts 
Righteouſneſs imputed to us, whether as Sin and 
—_ are taken properly, and formally, or 
elle hguratively, and in the effects thereot; whether 
Formaliter, or Effetiive, as are the School termes : 
And that cither the one, or the other were in their 
formal, and eſſential nature imputed ( our Sins to 
Chriſt, or his Righteouſneſs to us) os otherwiſe im- 
puted to him, or us, than in the fruits and effects 
thereof , that Scripture in 2 Cor. 5. 21. doth not 
prove. Yea, that Scripture doth plainly and con- 
vincingly prove and difprove that ſenſe of the Im- 
putation of Chriſts Righteouſneſs, which I have,and 
fill do both own and diſown (4. e.)) own in the ſaid 
hgurative and improper, but difown in the formal 
and proper ſenſe of the word [ Righteouſneſs, ] And 
for the purpoſe in hand, an Argument from the faid 
Scripture may be thus formed : 

In what manner, or in what ſenſe of the word 
[ Sin ] Chriſt was made Sin for us, or our Sin was 
imputed to him, after ſuch a manner,or in the fame 
ſenſe were we made the Righteouſneſs of God in 
him , or _ his Righteouſneſs was imputed to 
us 3 
But he was not made Sin for us, nor was our Sin 
[ formally taken,and in its cſſential nature] imputed 
to him, but only in its poenal fruits or puniſhment 
deſerved by it, Ergo 
For proof of the Minor ( for the Major will be 
yiclded by all thoſe with whom 1 am now in the di- 
ſpute) be it conſidered, That if our Sinit felt pro- 
perly in its eſſential naturs had been imputcd to 
Chrift, then had hc been reputed by God to have 
dclerved, 
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deſerved, or contracted the guilt of what he fuffer- 
ed ; which it fo, he could not have fatished for'us. , 
or his ſufferings be reckonetl by God as fatistattory 
to Divine Julticc. 

2. The Apoſtle doth not fay,. that Chriſt was 
made a Sinner for us, nor do1 know , how tuck a 
laying can be vindicated from blaſpherning the Ho- 
ly One of God. 

3» If Sin as properly taken. was imputed t6 
Chriſt, and he in that {enſe of 'the word was'made 
vin for us, I {ce not, but that this blaſphemy will 


trom thence tollow. 


viz. That God reputed Chriſt 


t be a Singer, or. made him a Sinner torus. And 
this is that I find ina printed Sermon preached by 
Mr. IV Williams Eyre at the Ailizes at, Sarum 11652.and 
dedicated to the Councel oft War then litting at 
Whitehall, wherein he lays, pag. 10. That ſuch was 
Chrijts zeal for Righteouſneſs, that t9 make ws righ+ 
ro. be was content bimſelf to be made a Sinner. 
And to abet him in his blaſphemy , he alledgeth the 
authority of the Apoſile, ſaying, So the Apoſtle;; He 
was made ſin for us., that we might be made the righte- 


euſneſs of God in bim, 2 


Cor. 


$. 24. 


What ? So thc Apoltle ? Verily not {o: tor the 
Apoltle ſays, He was rs Sin for us,the UN POrtance 
, that he was made 2 Sinner tor 


ot which word is n 
he was n 


us. but that! 


12dec 
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riticc tor Sin, or a Sin- 


oftcring tor us, in which (cnc the word Siu is fre- 
qucatly taken in the Scripturcs both of the Old and 
New Oy nt, which being lo obvious and well 
Kno\ 1 1 nccd not to ſpccihe Rom. 5, 
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CHAP. V. 


Q. Did Chriſt take upon him the Guilt as well 
«s the Puniſhment of onr Sins? Anſw, No. 
A brief explication of the diſtinffion of 
' Guilt, commonly ſtyled Guilt of Fault , and 
| Guilt of Puniſhment ; together with 4 Re- 
ply to what us alledged by certain late Writers 
out of Biſhop Andrews, 


Q w_ not Chriſt take upox bim our guilt, or 
the guilt of our ſins as well as the puniſh- 
ment of them 7 
Anſw. No : Chriſt did not take upon him Rea- Th. 6. 
tum culpe, guilt of fault, but only that which we mer is Me- 
call Reatum pane: the former ſome Caſuiſts do ſtile ritwm per 
(it 1 do not miſtake) Obligation to tault, the latter ">. the 
Obligation to puniſhment. See Biſhop Sanderſon or ace 
pa n O hue I R . CT £ P « | of puniſh» 
De juramento. leti.1.Seftinz, But, bccauſe there arc, ment ; the 
it ſeems, very learned men, who are otherwiſe mind- latrer 1s 
cd in this matter, 1 think my (elf obliged for the 949%. 
he ſake nw | "i hich To [nete 
erutns taxe to repiy to pag" 69 pallages, Wnic dam pa. 
have lately read in ſome Authours, oft whom two, nn, an 
I perceive, do alledge the authority ot that moſt obligart- 
learncd Biſhop Andrews in his Sermon upon Jer, 2" *2 ſut- 
, / fer rhe 
22.6, whcrcin having quoted the faid words of the punith- 
Apoſtle in 2 Cor. 5. 2 1. he fays, ment it 
Mark , baw every thing is lrwely, and as full as can (elf de- 
be imagined. Chriſt one, not only that had done no (erved. 
fin, but that bad not ſo much as known fin, bath God 
made? ( not a ſinner, but) fin it ſelf, as in another 
place ( not accrrſed, but ) a curſe it ſelf, fin in reſpect 
of the guilt ; a curſe in reſpett of the puniſhment. 
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Anſw. Under Epiſcopal favour I humbly crave 
to reply by ſuggeſting my t ts, as followeth : 

1. It this Authour muſt be ſuppoſed to infinuate, 
that to know no ſin doth imply more than to dono 
fin, I conceive it to be a miſtake z for although To 
know no fin may be yielded to bea more ſigmhicant, 
or as is here ſaid, a lively expreſhon, yet I do not 
think that it is Ggnificant of more than we are given 
to underſtand by that othet expreſſion [ He did no 
fin | theſe two phraſes (the one of St. Paal, the other 
of St. 1 Petey 2.22.)bcing of the ſelf farrie adequate 
importance. There be many phraſes,that are more 
emphatically ſignihcant of the truth,or (cnle intend- 
ed by the ſpeaker, that do not imply more truth,or 
more of ſenſe than other not ſo emphatical, but 
plain and downright expreſſions. Beſides , I leave 
it to the conlideration of the Learned, whether the 
expreſſion | He knew no fin] be not an Hebraiſm , 
the Apoſtle therein ſpeaking after the manner of the 
Hebrews, in whoſe language the word | know ] is 
uſed for Todo, and this both as applyed to good and 
evil (as werecalic to exemplite) to know good and 
evil being no more in true ſenſe and conſtruction, 
than to do them. 

2, As it is remarkable indeed, that the Apoſtle 
doth not ſay, that God made Chriſt a Sinner, fo 
wirhal it is remarkable, that he doth not fay, that 
God made him Sin it ſelf, but Sin. 

3- The phraſe [to be made Sin it ſelf | ſeems to 
ſound forth this ſenſe, viz. To be made Sin init ſelf, 
which to fay is to imply, that Chriſt was made a 
Sinner with a witneſs, a great Sinner z the word Sce- 
lus being uſed by Latinilts ſometimes for Sceleſtae. 
But 1 do not charge this ſenſe as intended by that 
Renowned Authour, however it be owned by Mr. 
IWiltam Eyre in his Scxmon forecited, he quoting Fon 
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the of his Book certain of the Ancients ( Aw- 


ftin and Orcumeni — lame. 

4+ If the fajd muſt be fu to infinu- 
ate, That the phraſe [To be made ſin | is pregnant of 
more ſenſc, or doth imply more, than To be made a 
Sinner, I can ſay no leſs, than there is no ſuch impli- 
cation, but an implication of the contrary 3 For To 
be made fin is a lefs thing, yea it is quite another 
kind of thing, than to be made a Sinner, for to be 
made a Sinner is tobe made Culpable, Kew culpe,or 
guiley of fault, whereas to be made Sin doth imply 
no more than reſpedtively to ſuffering to be deale 
with as a Sinner,or to be made a Sin-offcring,as was 
afore laid. 

5+ As guilt is diſtinguiſhed, or a diſtin& thing 
from puniſhment ( theſe two things uſually diſtin- 

by Keatus Culpe,& Pane and ſometimes by 

bligatio ad Culpam, & Obligatio ad Paxam as bath 

beenalready ſaid ) Chriſt cannot be truly (aid to have 

been made Sin in reſpect of the guilt , this being in 

filet to fay, That he was made Culpable, or a Sin- 
ner, and did thercupon deſcrve to ſuffer. 

6, As | to know no Sin, and todo no Sin | are 
phraſes of the ſelf fame adequate ſenſe and impor- 
tance, fo alſo are the phraſes tar be made a curſe, 
and to be made accurſcd ] the former, though more 
emphatically ſignificant of the Speakers intended 
ſenle,yer not importing, more ſenſe as intended tobe 
ſpoken. 

7.Chriſt was no otherwiſe made Singthan he was 
made x curſe 3 tor in-this very reſpect he is in one 
Scripture faid by the Apoſtle to have been made Sin 
for ws, in that (as the Apoſile expreſſeth and inter- 
prets himſelf m another Scripture) he was made 4 
Curſe for w: tor he was made a Sin-offering by un- 
dergoing the curſcd death of the Crols, os nin 

orer 
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Peter expreſſeth the matter, 1 Pet. 2.24. By bearing 
our (ins in bis own body upm the Tree, as the Altar 
upon which he offered himſelf as Sacrifice without 
any ſpot of Sin to God. © 


CHAP VT 


An Anſwer to ſeveral unjuſtifiable paſſages in 
Myr. Ferguſon's Book, ſtyled | The Intereſt 
of Reaſon in Religion-—]. Hu falſe and 
manifold uncharitable inſinuations, anſwered, 
Wherein 'tis ſhewed what manner of guilt or 
obligation to puniſhment that was , which 
Chriſt took upon him. That Chriſt aid not 
ſuffer , however by occaſion of that Law 
(Gen. 2. 17.) 4s tranſgreſſed, yet not 74 Vere 
tue thereof, as if that Law in, or by bu ſuf- 
ferings had been executed, His miflake of 
the true nature of Goſpel juſtification , de- 
monſtrated. That it is not againſt the eſſen- 
tial Holineſs of God ( as Mr. Ferguſon pre- 
tends) to juſtifie a ſinner upon an obeatence 
(Ex parte ſui, ſeu peccatoris) mperfet?, 
with the reaſon of his miſtake. 

= 


Aving thus replyed to the words of that Learn- 
| ed Biſhop( under whoſe authority the Adver- 
ſarics do in this conteſt take ſhelter) I thall addrefs 
my felt to make anſwer to Mr. Robert Ferguſon, 
who being a zealous afſerter of the Imputation of 
Chriſts Rightcouſnels in the ſenſe here diſclaimed 
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partionableneſi to- our ſins , baving bren imputed 
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and oppugned by me, doth endeavoar the pro- 
pugnation and defence thereof in the following 
paſſages of his fore-named Book { The Intereſt of 
Reaſon in Religion, | 


P.409. I will uot here diſcourſe bow inconſiſtent it Mr. Fer. 
ſeems with the wiſdom and ſapience of God to intro- £*% 


duce a perfeti righteouſneſi.ſuch as that of bis Son was, 
meerly to make way for by juſtifying #s upon an im- 
perfett rigbteouſueſi, ſuch as that of our obedience is, 

Anſw. So far as appears to me by the reading 
of his Book, this Brother hath not the true notion 
[ I do not fay of juſtification in general, or of the 
word as indetinitely taken, but] of Goſpel-juſtih- 
cation, or the juſtihcation ot a tinner, which nei- 
ther is, nor can be; otherwiſe than by a pardon, 
and this pardon is not ex nxda Dei voluntate, 
meerly of divine will and pleaſure, but merit- 
cd by the fatisfation of Chriſt, Ot this his 
miſtake of the quiddity, or true nature of Go- 
ſpel-juſtification, I may have occaſion to ſpeak, in 
reply to ſome other paſſages of his Book. In the 
mean time, I ſhall take it as a truth not to be gain- 
faid , That Goſpel-juſtihication is forgiveneſs of 
fin, this kind of juſtification being it alone that a 
linner js a ſubje& capable of, and thereupon I do 
reply, That however the matter {eems to this Aus 
thor, nevertheleſs in truth it is no way inconſ1- 
tent with the wiſdom of God, for the ſake of his 
Sons moſt perfect rightcoulne(s, touſitihe or par- 
don ſinners upon an impertect c:ghteouſncls, fuch 
as that of our obedience is, which if pertc&t, would 
have no need ot pardon. 


P.409. Nor ſhall I argue, How that the righte= Mr. F) 


ouſneſs of Chriſts life , aud ſacrifice of bis death, 
muſt be imputed to ws for j:tification, in a pro- 
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to bim , in order to bis expiatory ſuffering. 
Anſw. 1 have already granted, that in what 
ſence or ſort our fins may be faid to have been 
imputed to Chriſt, his righteouſneſs may be faid 
to be imputed to us, but withal declared, that 
neither of them can be truly fo faid to be imputed 
in the proper ſence of the words ( fin and righte- 
ouſne(s) which is the ſence of this Author and his 
Abettors, but in an improper fence, (i.e.) in the 
fruit and effects both of the one and the other. 

Mr. F, P.409,410, To attribute Chriſt s ſufferings meer- 
ly to Gods dominion without any reſpeti to ſin, is the 
groſſeſt of Socinianiſm, and repugnant to the Serip- 
ture in an bundred places. 

Anſw. They , who deny the imputation of 
Chriſts righteouſneſs unto us, in the ſence by this 
Author aſſerted, are far from attributing Chriſts 
{ufferings mecrly unto Gods dominion, without 
any reſpe& to fin: For as they do unanimouſly 
preach and print, that Chriſts ſufferings had a re- 
ſpect to our fins, fo they do attribute his ſufferings 
not mcerly to Gods dominion, without any re- 

y Mr, F, ſpect to (in, but to that voluntary compaQt, which 

See a= Was betwixt the Father and the Son, that Jeſus 

mongſt Chriſt ſhould ſuffer for ſin and ſinners, and that 
etherScti* (hereby he merited our pardon. 

Ecu5:s, 2. Conſequently I cannot forbear to ſay, That 

6. 1 Pet, it doth very ill become this Author to infinuate fo 

2.24.Ga). foul a ſlander againſt his Brethren, as guilty of So- 
De _ cinianilm, grols Socinianiſm, the grotlett Socinia- 
linefleet's Nilm in this matter. 

vindicati- || P.410, To ſay, That our fins were imputed to 


on of them Chrift in the effefis of them, but not in the guilt, is 
from the | 
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ts the Laſt upon the account of our fins, without ba« 
ving been brought under the firft, Nor is it imagi-« 
nable, bow without ſubmitting to the guilt of our 
ſms be could have beex puniſhed, ſhould it be granted 
that without refpeit to them he might bave ſuffered : 
Thowgh without any babitude to fin bis ſufferings 
might bave been dolorow, yet they could never bavs 
been penal. 

Anſw. 1. To ſay, That our fins were imputed 
to Chriſt in the effects of them, (i. e.) inthe de» 
ſerved puniſhment thereof, but wikhal to deny, 
that our guilt of fault was imputed to Chriſt, is 
not to contradict all principles, nor any one prin- 
ciple of reaſon. 

2, Nor doth it at all contradi& any of thoſe 
Scriptures alledged by this Author in the Margin 
ot his Book, which Scriptures do only prove an 
imputation of our fins to Chriſt, in the ſence I own 
and acknowledg, (4. e.) in Chriſt his undergoing 
ſuffering for them, but not in his taking our guile 
upon him. And as Dr. Stillingflees doth well 
maintain the-imputation of our ns to Chriſt inthe 
tormer reſpect, (4. e.) the effects of them, fo Tam 
perſwaded, that that moſt learned Doctor is a 
man of more reaſon and better principled, chan to 
maintain the imputation of our guilt to Chriſt, as 
this Authos would have it. 

3. I grant, That guilt and obnoxioutnels to 
puniſhment are cquipollent phraſes 3 but I deny, 
that it will follow trom thence, that becauſe Chriſt 
took upon him ro ſiffer the puniſhment, which 
we for our fins deſerved, he did therefore take up- 
on him our guilt, He did indeed take upon him 
a certain guilt, or obligation to ſuffering 5 (3.e.) a 
guilr, or obligation peculiar to himfelt, but not 
inc ramne guile chat lay upon us, nat eur gaile, not 


-- 
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the ame numerical guilt, (for Philoſophy tells us, 
that an accident being removed from the ſubject 
perifheth) nor the ſame ſpecihcal guilt, (i. e.) of 
the ſame fort, but 2 guilt ſpecihcally different, 
nut having the fame, but a far different Subſtra- 
1m, ground, foundation, or cthcient, trom ours 
ours being Violate Legis, grounded or founded up- 
on our tranſgreſion of Gods Law, but his Spon- 
fronis proprie, an obligation of contract or conſent, 
founded upon the agreement betwixt him and his 
Father in that behalf. Obligation to pumihment 
we fiile guilt, and our guilt was guilt of taulte, and 
ot {uffcring, for our tault, from or by vertue ct 
Gods Law threatning the {ame 3 but Chriſts guilt 
was only guilt ot fuffering for our fault, arting 
from, or by vertue of his voluntary undertaking 
and compliance with the will of his Father. Briet- 
ly, That Law of God, which did threaten man 
with (uffering for fin, did not oblige Cheitt to ſut- 
ter for it, or us, nor did he dic by vertue of that 
Law threatning man with death, upon {uppohtion 
of his bn, Gen.2.17. nor was that Law tulhlled, 
or executed in his death, but by occation of that 
{in-threatning Law tranſgrefſed by man, he did 
voluntarily oblige him(clt inthe perſon of a Media- 
tor-to ſuffer, and to {ufter death ftor' us, or tor 
vur fins, (4. e.) the expiation of them. 

4.Chriſt maywell be ſuppoſctd to be liable to ſuffer- 
ing upon the account of our (ins, by vertue of the 
Aaid contract betwixt him and his Father, without 
having, been brought undcreur perſonal ſpecihcal 
guilt, And it is calily imaginable, that without 
ſubmitting to our pexſonal guilt, he might ſuffes 
ſuch ſuffering as was cquivalent to that puniſhment, 


; which weby our {ms had deferved. This is as ca- 


lily injaginable, as to imagine, how St. Pax ſhould 


- - - 


. a —_—_— ——— ww. k " 


£ Ss » 


| 


Su 2p on an ww 


LI 2... 


l (21) 
take upon hindelf to ſatisfic for the damage, which 
was done to Philemon, by the injury of his untaith- 
ful ſervant Ozeſimus, and was willing to have the 
ſame imputed to him, {as the word tignities, Pb4- 
lem.18.) and yet not ſubmit unto or take apon 
him Oxzeſimus his perſonal guile of defrauding, or 
wrong-doing, And (to ſpeak the very truth) in 
ſuch a ſence as St. Paxl was willing to take upon 
himſelt the wrong done to Philemon by Oneſumas, 
and to have it reckoned to him, ſaying , vn igee 
inabye, impure it unto me, (meaning thereby not 
Oneſimus his perſonal guile, Reatum culpe, or his 
{1m it (elt, but the effets of it, in the damage there- 
by ſuſtained by his Maſter. ) In the like fence ( 1 
lay) were our {ins reckoned or imputed to Chrilt, 
he taking upon him an obligation by his doings 
and ſufferings, to fatisfie for the damage cr wrong 
done to God, ( as I may fo fay ) Imean, to vin- 
dicate the Honour and Authority of the Law and 
Law-giver, to demonſtrate the juſtice of God, his 
hl ot fu, — And indeed herein, viz. in anap- 
titude for the attainment of theſe-and the like ends 
ot God our Maker, Ruler, Law-giver, BenetaQtor, 
better than the damnation of all mankind could 
have done, conſiſteth the meritoriouſnels and {1- 
tisfaQorineſs of Chritts doings and ſufferings 3 and 
this is the reaſon of our ſtyling them ſatisfactory 
Or Meritorious. 

5- Though we deny, that Chriſt cook upon him 
our guilt of fn .vet It will not follow from thence, 
that we deny his ſufferings to have had any habi- 
tude, or reſpec at all coim, as is here inlinuated 
by this Author 3 for had it not been for our fin, he 
had never ſuffered. 

6. Foraſmuch as Chriſts ſufferings had not the 
{c1t ame indiyidual or ow” of habitude to tin, as 
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our ſufferings, in caſe we had ſuffered according 
to our deſert, would havchad, (#4. e.) foraſmuch 
as Chriſts ſufferings were not merited, or inflicted 
on him, by or upon account of any knot his own, 
therefore are his ſufferings to be accounted rather 
dolorous than penal, I mean, puniſhments in a 
ſirit,and the moſt proper acceptation of the word; 
puniſhment being properly and ſtrictly Malum tri- 
ſte, inflicted upon a guilty perſon propter malam 
twrpe, Proper puniſhment I conceive to be the 
efte&t of proper guilt, which 15 Keatas Criminis 
[ Guilt of fault ] not meerly Contratius | of Con- 
tra&k ] as Chriſts was. 

P.410. *Tis a thing utterly unintelligible, how 
Chrift could be made fin for ws, and have our puniſh- 
ment transferred to him, without a previous impu- 
—_ of ſin, and the derivation of its guilt upon 

im, 

Anſr. What this Author hath aſſerted to be 
unſuppofable, unimaginable, and here aflerts tobe 
utterly unintclligible, I have already, as I am per- 
{waded, made plain, obvious and cahic to be un- 
derfiood by cvcry intelligent, impartial, unprepol- 
{cfled Reader, and I (hall ſnew my fclt ready to do 
it further, as this Author ſhall miniſter occa» 
ſion. 

P.410. Now by proportion, If our fins were im- 
puted to Chrilt otherwiſe than meerly in the effetis of 
them, ſo muſt likewiſe the righteouſneſs of bis life 
and ſacrifice of by death bs otherwiſe imputed to aus, 
than meerly in the benefits of them, 

Anſw. Having made it apparent in my forcgo- 
ing Anſwers to this Authors arguings, that our 
ſins in the propriety of the word were not impu- 
ted to Chriſt, or otherwiſe imputed to him, than 
in the cffets of them, I may well and warranta- 
| bly 
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bly infer by proportion, that the righteouſneſs of 
Chriſts life and facritice of his death ( his doings 
and ſufferings formally and properly taken ) are 
not imputed unto us, or otherwiſe imputed than 
meerly in the benefits of them. 


P.411. Neither will T pref, how that ſecluding wr, F. 


not only the righteowſneſi of Chriſts life, but the ſa- 
tixfaltion of bis death, as the matter and the impata- 
tion of it, as the formal canſe of juſtification, it ſeems 
repugnant to the immutability and eſſential bolineſs 
of God to juſtifie ws —_ an imperfelt obedience, the 
Law which requireth « perfefi obedience remaining 
fill in force, and denouncing wrath, in caſe of every 
failure. 

Anſw. By theſe words it appears again, that 
this Author doth miſtake the true notion and right 
conception of Goſpel-juſtitication , he ſuppoling, 
that the righteouſnels of Chritts life and fatisfacti- 
on of his death is the matter, and that the imputa- 
tion of it is the formal cauſe thereof 3 whereas the 
unqueſtionable truth ( to my ſimple underſtanding) 
is, that it we ſpeak of matter in a proper ſence, as 
here, viz. for a matcrial cauſe, in way of contra- 
diſtinion to a formal cauſe, ncither the righte- 
ouſgels of Chriſts lite, nor ſatisfaction of his death, 
can hitly be faid to be the matter, or material cauſe 
of a finners juſtihcation 3 the fatisfaorinels both 
of his life and death ( of his doings and ſufferings) 
being undoubtedly the external impulſive, or mo- 
rally cflicient cauſe thereof z and how one and the 
lame thing ſhould put on the habitude of twocau= 
les fo different in kind, as is the material and efh- 
cient ( that being internal, and pars conftitutive 
ret, and this wholly external ) I donot underſtand, 
ſuch a conception being altogether contrary to the 
Logick, which hitherto I have been acquainted 
with. C 4 2, Where- 
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2. Whereas this Author and others make the 
i{mputation of Chriſts righteouſneſs, to be the for- 
mal cauſe of juſtitication, 1 do clearly conceive them 
miſtaken, and that the formalis ratio, or formal 
cauſe of Goſpel-juſtihication, is forgiveneſs of in, 
this being Res ipſa, the very thing it felt, wherein 
the juſtihcation of a finner doth conkilt. 

3. Had this Author rightly apprehended or 
minded, that a ſinners juſtincation 1s, or doth con- 
liſt in» the pardon of his fin, he would ſcarce have 
queſtioned it as a thing in the leaſt wiſe repugnant 
to the immutability and eſſential holineſs of God, 
to juſtific us upon an imperfe& obedience : For 
what though it may be granted, that the Law, 
which requireth a perfe& obedience, and denoun- 
ceth wrath in caſe of every failure, doth remain 
ſtill in foxce (7.e.) ſofar torth as to command the 
one, and to threaten the other, yet I preſume he 
will not, I am ſure he ought not to ſay, That that 
original Law (the Law of works, I preſume, he 
means doth till ſtand in its primitive torce, as a 
Covenant of works, buth promiling life to linners 
upon perfc& obcdicnce, or conditionally upon 
their not being linncrs, and threatning death un- 
avoidably upon every tailure. Doth this Author 
torgect, That thcre is a Law of Grace. of oblivion, 
a Lexremedians, a Law of indempnity cnacted by 
God through the blood of Chritt, whercby the 
torce of that Law ſo threatning, may as to the cx+ 
ecution of the threatning, be vacatcd by a gracious 
pardon, and certainly fo ſhall be, upon a tinners 
lincere however impertcCt obedicnce to the Geſpel 
of Chriſt ? 

4. This Author ſecms to think, that a ſinner is 
juſtihed in reſpect ot the precept, or preceptive 
part of the Law, (z. e.) 25 one who had inand by 
Chrilt 
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Chriſt performed all manner of duty, whereas a 
ſinner is juſtified only in reſpe& of the ſanfiox of 
the Law, (7. e.) as one, who notwithſtanding his 
failings, hath right to impunity, and to a dif- 
charge for Chrilts ſake by a pardon. 


Gan VI, 


That the Scripture doth no where aſſert « 
ſurrogation of Chriſt in our room, in ſwcb 
« firii# Law-ſence , as that we may be 
ſaid in and by bim to have done and ſuf- 
fered what be did and ſuffered, and wn 
or by him to have redeemed our ſelves. 
And that Chriſt did not in ſuch « Law- 
ſence, repreſent us as Proftors and At- 
furneys do their Clients, Ambaſſadors their 
Princes, or Guardians their Pupils, at#- 
ing accordingly in our names, but officia- 
tinz 45 4 e Mediator betwixt God and 
eMan. The evil Conſequences charged 
by Mr. F, upon the contrary DodFrine, 
are denied, His thwacking Gontraaittton 
imputed to others, avoided by them, axd 
retorted upon himſelf. 


Either ſhall I urge, how there can have yg. p: 


P.411.N 1 

N been no ſurrogation of Chriſt in our 
room 3 nor can we properly be ſaid to be redeemed by 
bim as our ſubſtitute, if all redounding to w'by bis 
death, be only the procurement of the Gofpel-Cove- 
nant, 


(26) 
nat, in which God upon ſuch conditions as be there 
requires, wndertaker to pardon our iniquities and 
fins. A ſurrogation in our room and ſtead to atis and 
ſufferings, which are not in a Law-ſence accounted 
ours, I am ſo far from underſtanding, that without 
admitting injuſtice in the Reflor, who allows the 
ſubſtitution, it ſeems to me a thwacking comratitti- 
nz eſpecially if we conſider, that Chriſt was our ſub- 
ftitnte to make ſatiefatiion to the demands of the Law 
and not of the Goſpel , and that by by obedience and 
death he hath only freed ws from what we were obnox- 
iow to wpon failure of perfeti obedience, but not at 
all from what we were liable to in caſe of unbelief, 
end want bf ſincere obedience, 

Anſw. 1. The Scripture no where aſſerts ſuch 
a ſurrogation of Chriſt in our room, as that we 
can properly be faid to be redeemed by him as our 
{ſubſtitute : For had he been in a ſirict proper ſence 
our ſubſtitute, there is cauſe to afſert, That we 
have in and by him redeemed our fclves, yea that 
we rather have redeemed our felves than he us, or 
That we are our own Redecmers rather than 
Chriſt: For what is done by a proper ſubſtitute, 
is not in a Law-ſence ſo much his a&t whodoth it, 
as ours, whom he as our ſurrogate and ſubſtitute 
doth perſonate or repreſent, let the repreſentation 
be Drocungq, modo, or quacung; ratione, ( i.e. 
whether he repreſent us by our own will, conſent, 
or conſtitution, ( as Proftors and Atturncys do 
their Clients, that pay and rcccive moneys, and 
tranſact matters in their namcs, and Ambaſſadors, 
who are imployed by Princes to deal with forrcign 
States and Nations ) or by allowance and authori- 
ty of -Law, ( as what Tutors and Guardians doin 
the name of their Pupils ) in theſe caſes whatic- 
ever is done by ſuch ſubſtitutes in the perſon of 
another, 


_ 


7 | 
(27) 
another, is not ſo properly and in Law-conſtruQi- 
on his at who- doth it, as theirs whoſe ſubſtitute 
he is, and whoſe perſon he doth repreſent. 

2. Foralmuch as this Author doth affert ſuch a 
ſurrogation of Chriſt in our room, as that we can 
properly be ſaid tobe redeemed by him as our fub- 
ſtitute, it he ſhall notwithſtanding that aſſertion 
deny, That we have in and by Chriſt redeemed 
our ſclves, or are inand by him our own Redeem- 
ers, it behoves him to conſider, how he can avoid 
the juſt imputation of that thwacking contradicti- 
on, which upon his ſwopping miſtake he inſmu- 
ates his adverſaries in this point to be guilty of. 
And it concerns him alſo to conſider, how his Hy- 
potbeſis can be maintained, without admitting that 
injuſtice (which he mentions) in the Retor, who 
notwithanding his allowance of the faid ſubſtituti- 
on, doth deny inſtantly to confer upon us the be- 
nehts of Chriſts redemption and fatisfaQtion, theſe 
being no other than what we our ſelves havein and 
by Chriſt made a full fatisfaQtion for, and which 
upon that account we may fitly and properly be 
laid to have purchaſed for our ſelves. 

3. Whatſoever bad conſequences there be of 
Chriſts being our ſurrogate and ſubſtitute, in ſuch 
a ſtrict Law-ſence as he doth fancy to himſelf, 
there is no ſuch repugnancy or con:radidtion, as 
here he ſpeaks of, that doth follow trom what we 
do aſſert in this matter, viz.That Chritt our Paſ- 
over was facrihced for us, that he died for our 
lins as a ranſom, facritice, atonement, or propiti- 
ation 3 and fora{much as he ſuffercd tor our lakes, 
and in our ſtead, (7. e.) ſuch ſuffering as was equi- 
valent to what we deſerved, and ſuch as was ft © 
attain the ends deſigned by our Creator and Re- 
deemer, better than the damnation of all n_— 
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could have done, we do not deny, but that our 
fins may be faid to be imputed to Chriſt, and his 
fufferings to us, but neither of them properly and 
in their efſential nature, not our ſin it ſelt to him, 
or his ſufferings themſelves to us, but both of 
them in their effedts, our lin to him in its penal, 
and his ſufferings to us in its ſaving effets. And 
this as we do, fo we may very well and warranta- 
bly maintain, notwithſtanding it be yielded ( as 
the truth is ) That Chriſt was ſabſtitutedor given 
of God,” to make f{atisfaQtion to the C— ot 
the Law and not of the Goſpel, in the ſence here 
ſpecihed by this Author. 
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eMr. Ferguſon's miſtake in thinking , that 
« ſinner by his juſtification us freed from 
the guilt of pumihment and fault too. 
That Chriſfts righteowſneff ts not more, or 
otherwiſe imputed to us for, in, towards, 
or in order to our juſtification, than the 
remiſſion of our fin. The nature of ji- 
ſtification [ forenſkck | opened , both of 
Juſtification indefinitely conſidered , as alſo 
of Goſdel-juſtification 1n ſpecial. The truth 
of the matter laid down in ſeveral Pro- 


poſitions. 


] | Itherto Thave related the arguings of this Au- 
thor werd for word, as 1 find them conti- 
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nued together from p.409. to p.412. and accor- 
dingly the Reader may, it he pleaſe, take view of 
themallas contiguous. But foraſmuch as 1 judg'd 
it moſt conducive to the conviction of gain-ſayers, 
and to the edification of all, to ſhape my reply 
thereunto, ww wien, period by period, 1 have 
therefore according]y recited ther, and fuited my 
reply to every diſhnd period in thoſe pages. As 
for his enſuing arguings in the fame Chaprter to the 
cloſe thereof, I cannot in ſuch ſort recite them ver- 
batim, without the tranſcribing of ſeven or cight 
whole pages, fromp.413. to p.42 1. nor will it be 
at all neceſſary {© to do, it being fully fatisfaQtory 
to demonſtrate, that his arguings do proceed upon 
his atter miſtake of the true nature of Goſpel-juſti- 
hcation , or that peculiar kind of - juſtification, 
whereof a firiner is the ſubje&, or ſubjeQive mat- 
ter 3 and for the maniteſtation thereot be it conti- 
dered, That he premiſeth theſe two things, p-413, 
414, 1+ That to juſtihe is in its proper acceptati- 
on here a forenlick term, bgnilying to acquit and 
abſolve one that is accuſed. 2. That juſtihcation 
not only ſuppoſeth us to be indited, but withal 
imports an abſolution from the charge of that Law, 
ot the breach whereof we are acculed, viz. The 
Law of perfe& obedience, which is not abrogated 
by the Law of faith, but doth xcmain in force, and 
we being all guilty ot the violation of its terms, 
there lyes accordingly a charge againſt us, from 
which by juſtification we are, as he fays, to be ac- 
quitted, 

Now yielding to the former of che two premil- 
ſes, which he proves by ſeveral Scripturcs apt to 
the purpole, I reply to the latter, 1 hat there be- 
ivg a two-fold guilt, which the Law of God, be- 
ing violated, may be Wuppolcd to accule us of, or 
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charge us with (-the ignorance or non-oblervance 
of which diftinion, is the cauſe of great corifufi- 
on and miſunderſtanding in the do@rine of  paſtiti- 
cation) viz. guilt of fault,and guilt of puniſhment, 
( #. e. ) actual obligation to puniſhment, it is the 
great miſtake of this Author ( as of many other 
of our Brethren) to think, that by juſtthcation we 
are freed or acquitted from both the faid kinds of 
guilt, or ( as ome do imagine ) that by pardon of 
tin we are freed from the latter kind ot guilt, and 
by juſtification with the perte& righteouſnels of 
Chriſt imputed to us, from the former. Whereas 
the truth is, That the righteouſneſs of Chriſt is no 
more, nor otherwiſe imputed to or for the juſtih- 
cation of a {mner, than it is toor for the non-im- 
putation, (#. e.) the pardon of his tms, and that 
there is no poſhbility tor a {tmner by any plea what- 
locver, to be juſtified or acquitted from the former 
kind of guilt, I have already maniteſted, and ſhall 
tarther manifeſt according to occalion in the (equel 
ot this Treatiſe. In the mean time 1 will ſpeak 
lomewhat more at large for the duc underſtanding 
of the nature of juſtihcation, both as indefinitely 
conſidered, and ſpecially, as the ſubject thereot is 
a linner. And in order thereunto 1 will lay down 
the following Propoſitions. 

1. Juſtihcation as indetmitely taken, or as ab- 
ſtrated from theconſideration of the ſpecial quali- 
ty of the perſon juſtihed, is the abſolution of a per- 
ſon ſuppos'd to be accuſed from the guilt that he is 
charged with, and according to the quality of the 
perſon accuſed ( guilty or not guilty )) fuchis the 
nature of his juſtihcation. If innocent, he is juſti- 
hed 4 reatu culpe, from guilt of fault, or from ha- 
ving, deſerved any puniſhment, through any fault 
he is charged with. In this ſence the word 15 ta- 
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ken in many Scriptures, asin Dext.2 5, 1, Efa.$.23 
And $o I conceive the word is taken in 1 Cor.444- 
Only it is to be underfiogd, that St. Paxl there 
ſpeaks of that kind of juſtification, which js come 
monly ſtyled Juftificatio caxſe , me paſens » his 
meaning being, not that he was conſcious to him- 
ſelf of no lin at all, but not of inlincerity or un- 
faithtulne(s in his ttewardſhip or Miniſtcrial office, 
in which reſpe& he was able to juſtihe himſelf, ab 
though that was a thing comparatively not ſo ma- 
terial, foraſmuch as he muſt ſtand to the fiwal ſen- 
tence of God the Judge of all. 
2. It the perſon accuſed be guilty or culpable, prope.z; 
his juſtification is of another kind or nature, the | 
only juſtification which ſuch a perſon is capable of, 
being from another charge, viz. from the guile of 
puniſhment, (7. e.,) from his being aftually bound 
over to ſuffer, and from the ſuffering it ſelt of that 
puniſhment, which for his delinqueney he deſerv- 
ed. With the former kind of juſtihcation, no fleſh 
living (all _ ſinful fleſh) can poſbbly be juſti- 
fied. God himielf (with Revercnce to the divine 
Majeſty be it ſpoken ) hath no kind of power to 
juſtine any wicked perſon, no moral power, ( for 
it is a lintul thing fo to juſtihe the wicked, Exod, 
23-5». Prov.17.15. ) nor phylical power, ( for the 
thing is ſunply impoſſible, and doth imply a con- 
tradition. ) But with the other kind of juſtihcati- 
on, any fleſh living (though never fo {inful) may 
and ſhall through Golpel-taith and obedience, or £ 
an obediential faith, beyuſtined. | 
3. As juſtiticatiou and forgiveneſs of fin are ob- progafi;3, 
vicutly and vulgarly taken, or according to com- 
mon uſage of ſpeech, fo they arc contrery the one 
to the other, as is light and darkneſs: For tojulti- 
he. a perion in common uſe of the word, is,to free 
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or abſolve him from guilt of fault, to acquit him 
as innocent from the Tat or fault of which he is 
wrongfully accuſed. And this kind of juſtification 
is by a two-fold plea, cither the denial of the fact, 
( hereby David juſtited himſelf from the imputati- 
ons of Saul, 1 Sam.24. 9,10, ) orby denying the 
fault, pleading the fat to be no fault, or breach of 
any Law, whether of God, (by which plea Dani- 
el juſtihed himſelt againſt the accuſation of his pro- 
feſſed encmies, Dan.6.22.) or man, or both, (by 
which plea St. Paul juſtified himſelf againſt the ac- 
cuſations of hisCountrey-menthe Jews, Ai.24.14.) 
maintaining his innocency not only in reſpect of the 
Law of God, but alſo of Ceſar, Ati.25. 8. there 
being no Acts at that time made by any of the Ce- 
fars againſt Chriſtian Religion, nor till the fifth 
year of the reign of Clandixs, as Hiſtory doth re- 
port. So that if a perſon be juſtihed in this vulgar 
ſence of the word, he isnot fo much as in a natu- 
ral capacity of being pardoned, nor it pardoned, of 
I never being fo juſtified as aforeſaid 3 pardon of finand 
g_ juſtitcation in the ſaid vulgar fence, deing of {© 
tution of <ONfrary a nature, that if the one be athrmed of 
oneperſon any perſon, the other muſt needs be denied. And 
_—_ R - —_ _ of the word ( _ ) this _ 
by aks truth in ſaying, p.416. That as to juſtifie 
—_— ar to pardon are = ul 4 whol'y dift inf in their Na- 
been al- fires and 1dea's, but always ſeparated inthe caſes of 
lowed in ſuch xs are arraigned at bumane tribunals, ( unleſs 
-— —_ it be where the ſubſtitution of one perſon in the room 
—_— of another is allowed ) and even then, though they 
allowance #ccompany one another, yet they are both diſtind atis, 
there hath xd we bave diſtin( notions of them : For neither can 
been in ay Lcouſed innocent by being acquitted be oy to be 
ar wo pardoned, nor a condemned criminal by having the 


— " execution of bis ſentence remitted, be ſaid to be ju- 
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4. However in common uſage, juſtification and 
remiſſion ot fin are not only divers, but glſb ad- 
verſe things, nevertheleſs it we ſpeak of that pe- 
culiar kind of jultification frequently mentioned in 
the Scripture, whereof a ſinner is the ſubject, and 
of that kind of pardon, that is peculiar to linners ſo 
oft there mentioned, (a pardon conveyed by Law, 
and purchaſed by the ſatisfaction of Chrilt, not 
that kind of pardon, which is ex nud4 voluntate) 
if, I ſay, we do ſpeak of this kind ot juſtification 
and pardon, then I do affirm it as an undoubted 
truth, That juſtification and pardon of fin are words 
equivalent, importing one and the ſclt fame thing, 
without any real or ſubſtantial difference,tor proot 
whereof, two or three Texts of Scriptures may 
ſuffice ( among ſeveral others _ to be produced. 
Adi.13.38,39. Be it known to you, that through this 
man is preach'd unto you the forgiveneſi of ſins, and 
by bim all that believe are juſtified from all things, 
from which you could not be juſtified by the Law of 
Moſes, (i. e.) for which the Law of Moſes admit- 
ted nocxpiatory facritice in order to pardon. Rom, 
3-34,25. Being juſtified freely by bis grace, through 
the redemption that is in Jeſis Chriſt, whom God 
bath ſet forth to be a propittation through faith in bis 
blood, to declare by righteouſneſs for the remiſſion of 

fins that are paſt, through the forbearance of God, 
to declare I ſay at this time bis righteouſneſs, that he 
might be juſt, and the juſtifier of bim who is of the 
faith of eſis, (i. e.) of the Chriſtian taith. Sec 
alſo Koms, 4. whcre that which he calls bleſ[=dnc1s, 
7.9, and Gods juſtifying the ungodly, 2.5. he ſty- 
leth Gods forgiving their iniquitics, and covering 
their fins. Thence that of Gretins de ſatifatiione, 
þ-38. Jultificatio paſſim in ſacris literis, maxime in 
Epiſiolis Paulinir, abſelutionem ſignificat, que pre» | 
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ſuppoſito percato conſitit in peccatorum remiſtone, ip- 

ſo Paulo ſemet clare explicante, preſertim Rom. 4. 

I might hereto add the teſtimony of other Authors 

famous in their generation, were it needful. 

By the way take notice, That I have faid no- 
thing concerning his affirming, that the introdu- 
Qion of the Law of faith hath not abrogated the 
Law of perfe& obedience, but this as well as that 
doth remain in force; nor do I think it neceſfary 
ſo to have done : For although ſome chooſe to lay, 
that that Law of our Creation,or of God our Cre- 
ator, is abrogated or repealed, ( there being no 
Law ſince the new modelling of the government of 
mankind, but the Law of Redemption, or of God 
our Redeemer, the moral part of the original Law 
being taken into it as the matter thereof }) and 
others chooſe to affert only a difpenſation or relax- 
ation of that Law, nevertheleſs 1 do humbly con- 
ceive, that (all things conhidered, yet not ſoneed- 
ful here to be mentioned, that are ſaid on both 
tides) there is no rca! difference between them as 
to ſubſtance of truth, but only in modes and man- 
ner of ſpeaking, and for that cauſe 1 can give liber- 
ty to any one to ſpeak the truth with due caution, 
in what words he pleaſeth. Only I muſt ſay, That 
I dare not take liberty to my ſelf to fay, That the 
Law of works doth now remain in force as well as 
the Law of faith, withouta juſt explication, how 
far it doth and doth not remain now in force. I 
well remember, that two late worthy Authors do 
very differently exprels themſelves, touching the 
immediate effect of the introduction of the Law 
of faith. The molt learned Mr. George Lawſon 
chooſeth to fay, That the original Law (of works) 
is by theLaw of faith or indempnity abrogated ard 
repealed z whereas Mr, Joſeph Truman will not 
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allow that faying, inſtead thereot aſſerting it to be 
onlyjrelaxed, or diſpenced with, and he gives rea- 
ſons for what he ſays. But becauſc his reaſons are 
not ( I think ) fo convincing, as to be uncapable 
of a ſatisfactory reply, and toraſmuch as I do ap- 
prehend the difference betwixt them ( all things 
conlidered to be rather verbal, than real, I can 
therefore leave every man to his own choice, in 
wording the matter as he plcaſeth. Only I ſhall 
ſay, That although 1 do not impute any error of 
judgment to Mr. F. in ſaying, | That the introdu- 
Gion of the Law of faith, hath not abrogated the Law 
of perfeli obedience, but this as well 4s that remaineth 
in force | neverthele(s foraſmuch as ſuch ſayings do 
need explication, I wiſh for the truths fake, that 
ſuch ſayings were not roundly and fimply uttered, 
or without due caution and explication. 

The premiſſes conl:dered, it is caftie what judg- 
ment to make of ſeveral paſſages in this Author, 
which 1 will now recite, and briefly animadvert 


Upon. 
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That thoſe who aſſert, That the Law of works 
is abrogated, do in ſubſtance of truth accord 
with thoſe, rho chooſe rather to expreſithems- 
ſelves, ſaying, lt is relaxed or diſpenced with, 
God in juſtiſying a ſumner doth not pronounce 
him juſt and righteous, that ws,no ſinner. A 
finner not etherwiſe made juſt ana righteous 
by bus being juſtified, than by bis being par- 
doned through Chriſt. That a finner cannot 
poſſibly be juſtified from the accuſation of the 


Law, inits charging bim to be a ſinner. 


P.415. A ND indzed the Socinians expreſs them- 

ſelves in this more conſonantly totbear 
principles, than ſome others ds; For baving ſtated 
the whole of juſtification in the remiſſion of (in, upon 
performance of the conditions of the Goſpel, in pur - 
ſuance of this they accordingly plead for the utter ab- 
rogaron of the L aw. 

Anſw. 1. What the Socinians do hold concern- 
ing, the abrogation, or non-abrogation of the ſan- 
Ction of the Law, I concern not my felt to know. 
This only will 1 fay, That by how much the Soci- 
nians arc more obliged to this Author, for his cha- 
rity towards them in this matter, by ſo much arc 
thoſe his Brethren ( the ſome intended by him) up- 
on 2 contrary {core bound to con him the leſs 
thanas, 

2. As I faid betore, fo I fay again, That thoſe 
Brethzen who do hold, that the Law of works is 
abrogated, and thoſe whoſay, it is not abrogated 
OI 
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or repealed, but diſpenced with and relaxed, do 
both of them agree in this truth, viz. That there 
is a Law ſtill in force, that doth command perte&t 
obedience, under the penalty of damnation, ( the 
only difference between them, tor ought I know, 
being in this, viz. By what Law it is now requi- 
red, or by what name that Law is to be ſtyled, 
whether the Law of works, or the Law ot grace, 
wherein fay the former it is indeed required, un- 
der the penalty of damnation, but not perempto-» 
rily and unavoidably ex parte Legis, as it was in 
the Law of works, but with a Proviſo, as to the 
exccution thereof.  ) Now foraſmuch as our Bre- 
thren do univerſally accord as aforeſaid, I judge 
this Author to be ,unjuſt in determining, that the 
Socinians do expres themſelves more confonantly 
to their principles, than ſome others do. 

The Author arguing for juſtitication, its being a 
different thing from pardon of fin, becauſe other- 
wiſe we cannot in any propriety of ſpeech, be ſaid 
to be juſtified from the accuſation of the Law, he 
ſaith in that caſe as followeth. 


P.416. Pardoned indeed we may be, but juſtified Mr. 


in a proper ſence we cannot. For to ſuppoſe God to 
pronounce a perſon juſt that is unjuſt, or to declare 
bim righteous that is unrighteow, is to make bim 
pronounce a ſentence that is unjult and falſe, and to 
att repugnantly to bis own holy and righteous na- 
ture. 

Anſw. As to the juſtihcation of a ſinner from 
the accuſation of the Law, whether it is, or may 
be properly or noſocalled,1 (tall ſpeak my thoughts 
by and by, in my Anſwer to a Queſtion that thall 
be put expreſly tor that purpoſe. Mean while it 
may be ſuthcient to ſay, 1. That if by juſt and un- 
juſt this Author doth mean a inner and no finner, 
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C as for ought I know he doth, and agrecably 
to his principle , touching the imputation of 
Chriſts righteouſneſs to us, in its efſential na- 
ture, he muſt mean }) he doth utterly miſtake 
the nature of juſtification in thinking, That a 
ſinner through the imputation of Chriſts righ- 
tcouſncls is of unjuſt made juſt, ( #.e. )) of a 
finner made perfectly righteous, and freed from 
guilt of faule, the impothbility whereof I have 
already ſpoken of. 

2. A {inner is no otherwiſe of unjuſt and 
unrighteous made juſt and righteous , by be- 
ing juſtified , than by being pardoned 3 and 
what kind of righteouſneſs that is, wherewith 
he is by his juſtihcation or pardon made juſt 
and righteous, 1 will at large declare in An- 
ſwer to a Queſtion, which ſhall be the ſubject 
of another Chaptcr. 

3- Foralmuch as it hath been already pro- 
ved, that a {inner cannot poſſibly be diſchar- 
ged from the Law , its accuſation of him as a 
inner, or its charging him with the guilt of 
ſin, this Author mult needs err in thinking, 
that in any manner of fence (proper or in pro- 
per ) a ſinner can be faid to be jultiticd trom 
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- That the difference betwixt remiſſion and Go- 
ſpel-juſtification is not at all in this, viz. 
That remiſſion is the reſult of mercy, and the 
| alF of one exerciſing favour, and juſtification 
the off- ſpring of jaſtice, as My. F. ſays, The 
wſage of words in common ſpeech, ſometimes 
in /gnification contrary to that of Scripture, 
exemplified in the language of our Brethren 
of Scotland. My. Ferguſon's notorioxs 
_— in aſſerting , That to juſtifie is no 
where in the Scripture-uſurpation equipollent 
with to forgive. 


HE difference betwixt remiſſion of fin and 
Juſtihcation,he doth ſpecihe in the following 
words, 

P.417. Kemiſion is the reſult of mercy, and the Mr. F. 
ail of one exerciſing favour ; but Juſtification is the 
off-ſpring of juſtice, and imports one tranſalling with 
uw in 4 juridical way, without the infringment of 
Law or equity. 

Anſw. Theſe words are true, if underſtood of 
Remiſſion, ex n«44 veluntate, and of the Jultihica- 
tion of a perſon innocent. But if underſtood of 
Goſpel- Jultitication [ the Juſtitication of a ſinner | 
and of Goſpel-pardon, ( which for kind is both a 
pardon derived to us by Law, and purchaſcd for 
us by a ſatisfactory price) they are notoriouſly uny 
true : For as we are treely juſtihed, {0 we arc 
freely pardoned by divine grace, through the Re- 
demption that is in Chriſt Jeſus, Rowr.3. 14+ Eph. 
D 4 1.7% 
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7.7. Gods Juſtice and gracious favgur joyntly 
concurring no leſs to the one , than to the 
other. 

2, As it is beſt known to the Author himlſclf, 
what kind of Remiſlion and Juſtihcation he intend- 
ed in thoſe words, ſo it is too too ſuſpicious by his 
words immediately following, that he did mcan 
Goſpel-Pardon and Goſpel- Juſtihcation , which 
words of his I ſhall recite, and leave it to the 
Judgment of the impartial Reader , what his 
meaning, was. 

P:417. The word Juſtihe, zeither in its Etymo- 
logy, nor application and uſage, according to the in- 
ftitmtion of men, and leaſt of all in the Scripture- 
wſurpation, is equipollent to pardon, nor coincident 
withto Forgive. 

Anſw. 1. However it may be in ſome reſpes 
uſeful to know the Etymology and uſage of com- 
mon ſpeech, nevertheleſs this is not ſo much to be 
regarded in the ſtating or determining of any Quc- 
{ton pertaining to Divinity, the uſage of words in 
Scripture being as the Pole-Star , to dirc& the 
courſe of our conceptioss (as I may foſay) infuch 
matters: And for that cauſc 1 cannot but com- 
mend that paſſage of this Author,he laying,p.155. 
That that which i« cbi:fy to be attended unto inthe 
fencing of Seripture, is the uſ+ of words in ſacred 
IFriters. God being many times pleaſed to reſtraint 


. or enlarge the ſpnification of words, as 11 his wiſdom 


be judgeth meet, And 1 do the rather mind the 
Author of this his ſaying, becauſc it we regard the 
Etymology of the word Juſtihc, it will (to ſpeak 
the leaſt _) as much favour the Popilh fencing of 
the word, ( theſe ſencing it To SanCtihe, or to 
make juſt, ſerſu phyſico, (7.e.) by infulion of grace) 


-a5 the Proteſtants interpretation thercof, who do 
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conſtrue it ſenſ# juridice, to make juſt by apology, 
defence, or plea. 

2. Asfor the uſage of words in common ſpeech, 
this is ſometimes contrary to their common uſage 
in Scripture, as I have already declared in the uſe 
of the word Juftifie, this ſignifying in common 
uſage, to abſolve or acquit a perſon 4 reatx culpe, 
( i. e. ) as innocent and not guilty. And becauſe 
this Author (as I gueſs by his name) is a Scotch- 
man, I ſhall heenfoer put him in mind , That 
whercas to be juſtihcd and to be pardoned are all 
one in the uſage of Scripture, they are contrary in 
the uſage of Scotland, to be juſtined there bei 
not to be pardoned, but to be hang'd, our Scotc 
Brethren uſing to ſay, That a man is juſtified, when 
he is hang'd or executed 3 as I learn from the wor- 
thy Dr. Hammond, in his Notes upon ſome place 
of thc Epiſtle to the Romans. 

3. It is a moſt notorious miſtake in this Author 
to aſſert, as here he doth expreſly, That to Juſti- 
he is leaſt of all (meaning thereby in obvious con- 
ſtruction not at all } in the Scripture-uſurpation, 
equipollent to pardon, nor coincident with to fore 
give, The not obſerving of the contrary truth, 
which hath been alrcady proved by ſeveral Scrip- 
tures, Ido judg to be the occalion of other errors 
in this matter, whereupon I may ſadly take up the 
old ſaying, Hinc ille lachryme, The Authors next 
enſuing words to be animadverted upon, are as 
tolloweth, 
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CHAP. XL 


eMr. Ferguſon's miſtake in ſaying, That we 
are made Righteous With the thteouſneſi 
of Chriſt, as alſo Dr. Owen's in his Book 
ſtyled (Communion with the Trinity) re- 
fated, and that in Rom.s, 18. alledged by 
bim, anſwer'd, wherein is declared, That 
i « one thing to be juſtified By, and ane- 
ther thing to be juſtified With the Righteouſ- 
meſs of Chriſt, The Doctor's miſunterpreta- 
tion of Phil.3.9. and Eph.2.8. That the 
aſſerting of the whole of Juſtification, to 
conſiſt in remiſſion of ſin, hath no ſuch evil 
conſequences, as Mr. F. chargeth it with. 


P.413,416,419.0 O that wpon the whole, If we 

kJ be not made Righteous with the 
Perfeft Righteouſneſs of Chriſt imputed to w, but that 
God only for the ſake of Chriſt will dipence with the 
rigour of the Law, and ——T dare affirm, that Ju- 
ſtification as it is oppoſed to the accuſation of the Law, 
its charging us with guilt, and its paſſing ſentence of 
condemnation againſt us thereupon, doth not admit a 
proper ſence n the whole Seriptaere, but muſt every 
where b: conſtrued Metapborically , and that the im- 
port of it is, not that we are properly and in a Law- 
ſence juſtified, but that ſuch benefits accrue to us by 
Remiſſion of fin, as if wwe were ſo, According to the 
ſentiments of our Author, we are only pardoned, but 
by reaſon of ſome alluſion betrwixt the advantages re- 
dounding to ws by forgiveneſi, and the priviledger, 
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immunities and benefits, which enſue upon a proper 

uſt ification, we are therefore Metaphorically ſaid to 

juſtified, It were to bid defiance tothe Scripture 
in an hundred places, to ſay that we are not at all ju- 
ſtified, and yet in effeti therr principles imply no leſt : 
For by ſtating the whole of onr afſoilment, from the 
accuſation of the Law in remiſſion of ſin, they indeed 
ſay, that we are not juſtified, only we are improper- 
ly ſaid to be ſo. 

Anſ(w. 1. It is the error of this Author, as of 
many others to ſay, that we are made Righteous 
With the perfe&t Righteouſneſs of Chriſt imputed 
to us. And among -others, I perceive Dr. Owen 
doth err in this particular, which becauſe he pre- 
tends to prove by certain Scriptures in his late Vin- 
dication, p.102,103. Iwill for the truths fake re- 
ply thereunto, 1. He alledgeth, Rom.5, 18, By 
his obedience we are made Righteous, made fo tru- 
ly ( fays he )) and accepted. To which Ianſwer, 
1. That Scripture proves not the Doctor's pur- 
poſe, nor is pertinent thereunto 3 for the Apoſtle 
doth not fay as the Door would have him, With 
whoſe obedience, but By whoſe obedience we are 
made Righteous ; now we may be truly {aid to be 
made Righteous By it, though we neither arc, nor 
can be truly faid to be made Righteous Ih it ; 
ror, 

2. Theſe two Monoſyllables (By and WF77th) are 
very much different in lignitication, the former 
particle | By | implying the nature, energy, or in- 
tereſt of an cthcient, and as here applied, morally 
efacient, or meritorious cauſe, the latter particle 
| With ] pregnantly importing thenature, or inte- 
reſt of a formal caule. Now toraſmuch as the Do- 
Ctor is a man of ſuch reading and learning, as that 

he cannot be ignorant of the true ſtate of the Que- 
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ſtion, about the Imputation of Chriſts Righteouſ- 
neſs unto us, (it being not at all touching the me- 
ritorious cauſe of our Juſtihcation, whether we arc 
juſtitied By Chriſis Rightcouſnels, but about the 
tormal cauſe, whether we are juſtined With Chriſts 
Righteouſneſs imputed, as ſome tay, or With the 
Imputation thereof, as ſay ſome others, (7. e.) with 
the very thing, it fclt imputcd to us, or with the 
imputation thereot in its tormal or cfſential nature.) 
I ſay, Foraſmuch as this Door cannot but know 
theſe things, it did ill become his learning and in- 

enuity, to hood-wink the eyes of the vulgar Rea- 
= from ſceing the true ſtate of the Queſtion, and 
conſequently from perceiving, how nothing at all 
to the purpoſe in hand this Scripture is, that is al- 
Iedged by him. 

3+ There is not the leaſt whifper ot the obcdi- 
enccot Chriſt as Imputed to us, or of the Imputa- 
tion of Chrilis obedience to us, in that of Kom, 
5. 18, For though the Apoltle ſays, By bis obedi- 
ence, yet he doth not ſay, By his obcdicnce Impu- 
tcd tous, or By the Imputation of his obcdience 
we are made Rightcous. No, as to the words 
(Imputed, and Imputation)) there is Altum filen- 
#ixm, not a word or {yllablc. 

2, The Doctor adjoyns thercunto, Phil.3, g. 
laying, That this is that, which the Apoſtle de- 
hres to be found in, in oppolition to his own righ- 
tcouſneſs. To which 1 an{wcr, That the righte- 
ouſncls whercin St. Paul did there delire to be 
tound, was not the obcdicncc or rightcouſneſs of 
Chriſt, in oppolition to his own evangclical obe- 
dicnce, (as the Doctor here ſays, and tootoo ma- 
ny with him ) but his own cyangelical obedience, 
or the fincere practice of Chrittian Religion, to» 
gether with the bleſſed conſequents and benetits 
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thereof, or promiſed through Chriſt thereunto, in 
oppoſition to a Judaical righteouſneſs ( ſtyled his 
own, he being a perte& Jew by deſcent, -an He- 
brew of the Hebrews ) with all its carnal privi- 
ledges, of which that Natien did ſo much boaſt, 
which notwithſtanding being put in competition 
with thote of Chriſtianity, were in his eſteem no 
better than dung, than that we call Garbage, or 
Dogs-meat, as is the importance of the word there 
uſed by him, whereby to exprels his contempt in 
the higheſt degree. That this is the true meaning 
ot the Apoſtle, I may have occaſion farther to de- 
monſtrate. In the mean while I ſhall take into 
conſideration, what the Doctor afthrms concern- 
ing our own obedience or rightcouſnels , and 
Chriſts, he ſaying in theſe words, This diſtinttion 
the Apoſtle doth evidently deliver and confirm, ſo as 
nothing can he more clearly revealed , Ephel. 2, 
8.9.10, 

To this be it anſwered 3; Ot a truth I perceive, 
how like to the black or yellow Jaundile that di- 
ftemper of the intellect is, which we call Preju- 
dice or Prepoſſeſhon, in that it makes us as conthi- 
dent as conhdence it (elf, that we do f{ce, and fee 
evidently, and as clearly as can be, ſuch entities, 
and adjundts of entities,as have no vilible exiſtence 
to the eye or underſtanding of any impartial man :; 
For 1. there is #2 vols, nec veſtigium, no lign or 
tootitep oft the diſtinQtion betwixt Chriſts obedi- 
ence and ours, in that Scripture, for ought ap» 
pcars tO me. 

2. All I ſee in theſe words is, A diſtinRion be- 
ewixt the Grace of God, together with the obedi- 
ence or works of faith, or taith wrought in us by 
free grace, aud certain other works, in oppolition 
unto, and contradiſtintion from the faid Grace 
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and Faith, ( i, e. ) works wrought by their own 
natural ſtrength, without the infuſion of ſpecial 
graces, antecedent to the Ephefians their embra- 
cing, the faith of Chriſt, and conſequently fuch 
works, as do make for boaſting, 

2. Hereupon 1 cannot but wonder, in what 
term or terms of the ſaid Scripture, the-moſt ſharp- 
lighted or Eagle-ey'd Divine , can perceive the 
obedience of Chriſt to be ſo evidently there deli- 
vered, as that nothing can be more clearly reveal- 
ed. Surely the Doctor will not ſay, That by 
Grace or by Faith viſibly there mentioned , is 
; mcant the obedience of Chrift ; for Grace and Faith 
\and Chriſts obcdicnce, are without all controverhie 
ſeveral things, whether phyfically,metaphytically, 
or theologically conlidered 3 ſo that one member 
ot the DoQtor's diſtinRion is evidently wanting in 
that Scripture 3 although I readily grant, that tor- 
almuch as every a& doth preſuppolean object,faith 
muſt be underſtood there not as excluding, but as 
including the perſon and obedience of Chriſt, 1 will 
not fay ( though ſome peradventure will ) as its 

equate, but as its partial , however prime, 
objec, 

3- Were the obedience of Chriſtthere expreſly 
mentioned, nevertheleſs it is to be denied, That 
this obedience of Chriſt is there oppoſed to our 
obedience, (i. e.) toour evangelical obedience, or 
tothe faithful works thereof (as the Do&to would 
have it) but to another kind of works, which do 
make for boaſting, as was afore-ſaid. And this I 
may perhaps endeavour to make apparent 1n ano- 
ther Treatiſe, and there manifeſt, how the Doctor 
doth miſtake the true ſence of the word ( ſaved )) 
in that Scripture, which although he interprets for 
juſtihed, (and fo indeed in fome Scriptures it is to 


, 
+ 


i 
(47) 


be interpreted , and it is an important truth, 
that - Goſpel Juſtification is the ſelt-ſame thing 
with falvation from the guilt of fin ) neverthe- 
leſs by | ſaved |} in that place is meant fanRifi- 
ed , quickned, regenerated , faved , from the 
power of fin. This right interpretation of the 
word | ſaved ] doth utterly make void what 
the Doctor ſays in the following lines, where- 
by to conhrm the diſtinction betwixt Chriſts 
obedience and our evangelical obedience, to be 
there as evidently delivered, fo as that nothing 
can be more clearly revealed. 

I ſhall now return to the fore-cited words 
of Mr. Ferguſon, to which I anſwer, 1. 1 do 
deny, That to aſſert that the preciſe nature of 
Goſpel- Juſtification doth confiſt in Remiſſion of 
lin, doth bid dehance to the Scripture in an 
hundred places, or that that Principle doth 
imply , That we are not at all juſtihed. And 
if I ſhould fay , in compliance with the lan- 
page here of this Author , I do dehe Mr: 

erguſon , to prove what he hath charged, 
as the effect of the faid Principle, I think, 1 
ſhould be blameleſs : But 1 ſhall chooſe to 
forbear that word , it being my deſire and 
detign to reply with words of alike meeknels 
as wiſdom , whatever provocation there be to 
the contrary. 

2. I deny, That to ſtate the whole of our 
afſoilment, from the accuſation of the Law min 
Remiſhon, is indeed to ſay , That we are uot 
jultihed, 

3. 1 deny , That to fay, That a {inner is 
in an improper ſence ſaid to be juſtihed , 15 
indeed to ſay , That we are not juſtified. De- 
ws bone ! To ay, That God is faid in an im- 
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proper ſence to render to a man his work, 
( work being put for wages , or the reward 
of his work ) is this indeed to fay, That 
God will not render to a man his work , 


or that his work ſhall not be rewarded of 


God ? 

4. Becauſe it is ſuch an abhorring to this 
Author to conceive, or (ſpeak of a tinner his 
being in an improper ſence faid to be uſtih- 
ed, I will therefore ( the matter being now 
ripe for ſuch a purpoſe ) put it to the Que- 
ſtion, as followeth in the next Chapter. 


CHAP. A1l. 


Q. ls a ſinner ſaid in a proper or improper ſence 
to be juſtified ? In anſwer hereunto it us de- 
clared, 1. That the © ueſtion in it ſelf is 
immaterial. 2, Nevertheleſs for the ſatis- 
fattion of Mr. F. the © neſtion is anſwered, 
aud therein it s proved, That the Fuſtification 
of a ſinner is of , or in its kind a proper 
Taſtification, and in what reſpetts ſo ſaid to 
be, ſpecified. An Objetion anſwered. 


WU $ a ſinner ſaid in a proper or an improper ſence 
to be juſtified ? Anſw.1, 1 think this Queſii- 
on to be too too near of affinity with thoſe, which 
St. Paxl in one place calls wnprofitable and vain, 
Tit.3. 9. and the native product whercof { as he 
ſays in another, 1 Tim,6, 4.) are envy, ſtrife, rail 
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ings, evil ſurmifings ; and tor that cauſe Iam con” 
vinc'd, that it ought not much to be diſputed it 
being no whit material, whether a finner be faid 
in a proper or improper ſence to be juſtihed 3 for 
( to uſe the Apoſtles expreſſion, Phil. x. 18. ) not- 
withſtanding every way, whether properly or im- 
properly a hinner is juſtified truly z I therein ds re- 
Joyce, yea, ard will rejoyce, yea and cannot other- 
wiſe than rcjoyce, and rejoyce to eternity. What 
need there in effe&t to be more faid to the comfort 
of a ſinner, than what our Saviour faid tothe Le- 
per, Son, be of goed chear , thy ſins are forgiven 
thee, Mat.g.2. That Leper was as happy in his has 
ving his (ins forgiven him,as was the penitent Pub- 
lican in departing from the Temple to his houſe 
jaſtihed, Lxk,1$.14. 

2, Nevertheleſs foraſmuch as an improper kind 
of Juſtitication doth, I perceive, fo ſtick inthe ſto- 
mack of this Brother, as that he cannot digeſt it, 
I (hall for this once endeavour to prove, That a 
pardoned ſinner may in a proper ſence be faid to be 
juſtined, or That a inner juſtified with a pardon, 
18 properly faid to be juſtited, Lam not ignorant, 
that ſome very learned men dodiſtinguiſh of Juſti- 
fication in a Law-ſence, into that which is proper- 
ly and that which is improperly ſo denominated,af(- 
ſigning the Juſtification of an innocent perſon to 
the former ſence of the word, and of a inner to 
the latter. But for my own part I am of opinion, 
That both the innocent and the tinner may be tru- 
ly 1:id to be juſtitied, ſenſie forenſi proprie didlo, in 
a proper Law-ſence : For what though the Jultih- 
cation of theſe two ſort of ſubjects, be of a diffe« 
rent kind, yet both of them for their kind may be 
proper, they being conlidered reſpeQively totheir 
different habitudes, which 1 will cadeayour to de- 
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The Charge from which an innocent perſon is 

juſtified, is guilt of fault, the Charge from which 
a finner is juſtified, is guilt of, or obligation to pw- 
xiſbhment. Now why may not he, that is juſtified 
from this latter charge, be as properly in his kind 
ſaid to be juſtified, as the former in his kind ? 1 
know nothing ſhould hinder, except it be faid and 
prov'd, that the Law hinders 3 but that the Law 
doth not hinder, I prove, Becauſe as the caſe 
ſtands with ſinners to God-wards, there is a ſtand- 
ing-Law for the Juſtification of the one, as well as 
of the other ; there being a Goſpel-Law for the 
Juſtification ot ſinners, which like the Law of the 
Medes and Perſians is not to alter, but to ſtand even 
fo the worlds end. And foraſmuch as a finners 
Juſtification is by the Law of faith or the Golpel, 
and in that reſpec is a legal kind of Juſtification, 1 
do therefore judge, That this Author is clearly 
miſtaken in his afhrming, that a ſinner pardoned, 
cannot be properly and in a Law-ſcnce faid to be 
juſtifhed 3 for is not he, who is juſtined by, from, 
and through Law ( the ſtanding-Law ot faith |) 
juſtihed in a Law-ſence ? 

2. Foraſmuch as there is a two-fold Juſtice, 
(i. Of obedience, when all is done and lett un- 
done, which the Law did cither command or for- 
bid, and conſequently nodeſert of penalty incur'd. 
e. Of ſatifatiton, when, the breach of the Law 
luppoſcd, there is due fatisfation made to the 
Law, in confideration of that breach) why may 
not he, who can plead the Juſtice of fatisfaQtion, 
be properly faid to be juſtited, as he in his kind, 
who hath performed the Juſtice of obedience, the 
former being Retiws tn Curid, as well as the latter? 
Where (by the way) if I have offended this Bro- 

ther, by minding him of thet | to us Log 
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moſt uncouth ] ſaying of his Countreymen, That 
a man when he is hang'd, is juſtitcd, or juſtined 
by being hang'd, I will make him ſatisfaction,” by 
juſtifying the faying to be rational, and this upon 
the account of the torelaid diſtinftion of a two-told 
Juſtice ( of obedience and of ſatisfaftion ) upon 
which latter account, the Malefactor executed may 
be reputed juſt, (#. e.) with that kind of Juſtice 
called the Juſtice of fatisfaCtion, toraſmuch as he, 
who hath ſuffered the penalty of the Law, hath 
thereby fatished the Law. To this ſence is agree- 
able the uſe of the word (Juſtine) in the form of 
Commiſhon iſſued from our King to his Judges, 
(as I have ſomewhere read) Precipimus tibi, quod 
tx juſticier, We command thee, that thou thale 
juſtine (7, e.) ſee, that the Law be every way fa- 
tished. But becauſe I foreſce an ObjeQtion, I will 
therefore anſwer it. Obj. The alone ſatisfattion, 
which a ſinner can plead for bis pardon, i4 not by bis 
own either doings or ſufferings, but only by Chriſts, 
and therefore a pardoged ſinner is not properly juſt ift- 
ed, or pardon of fin cannot in a proper ſence be fiyled 
Jwſtification ? Anſz. It tor this reaſon a finners 
pardon cannot in a proper ſence be ſtyled Juſtihca- 
tion, then his pardon cannot in a proper lence be 
called pardon: For according to the pretence or 
principle of this Author, pardon ot fin in a proper 
ſence is ex nuda voluntate, upon meer good will and 
pleaſure, and without fatistation. And it fo, 
yet I hope, that he will not deny Goſpel-pardon 
of tin, becauſe it is not pardon in a proper fence, 
Nor can I conceive any uſt reaſon, why any man 
ſhould be in leſs love and liking with Goſpel-Juſti- 
fication, becaule it is not properly ſuch, than with 
Goſpel-pardon upon the fame account. Where 
upon I ſhall ſay, Let this Author reject, and be 
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diſpleaſed with both, or elſe with neither of them, 
upon the poor pretence of the impropriety of the 
word or words; which it he be with either of 
them upon any ſuch ſcore, all that I will fay is, 
that I cannot help it. Only foraſmuch as various 
ways of expreſſing the fame thing, do much con- 
duce to the bctter inſtrution, and more effeCtual 
conviction of an adverſary, 1 will expre{s my mind 
in another manner of diſtinguiſhing, as follow- 
th, 

As there are two intcgral parts of Gods Law, 
viz. The Precept and the Sanction, ( the onecon- 
ſtituting, Debitum Officii, the other Debitum Sup- 
plicii) fo there is Senſi forenſi, a two-told Juſtih- 
cation 3 1. With rcſpe& to the precept ot the 
Law, whcn a pcrſon accuſcd of tault can fay to 
his Accuſers, as our Saviour did, Which of you 
convinceth me of fin ? 2. With reſpec to the pe- 
nalty of the Law, when a perſon guilty can plead 
ſatisfaction made for his treſpals or treſpaſles againl! 
it, and that the Law theretore is dilabled trom 
condemning him. Now becaulc I do conceive, 
(as will be ſaid more htly in another Chaptcr } that 
ſatisfaction is a proper righteouſneſs of its kind, 
reſpectively to the ſanction ot the Law, even as 
innocency 15 a proper rightcouſncls of its kind, 
with rc{pect to the precepts thereot,I do not there- 
fore perceive, but that a linner may as well and 
propcriy be ſaid to be jultihed, with reſpect to the 
ſanction of the Law, upon fatistaction made, as 
an innocent perſon, with reſpect to the precept of 
the Law, upon pertect obcdicnce thercunto. 

Bur 1 Go {0 little regard, what this or any cther 
Authors do fancy, concerning the impropricty of 
our being jultiticd By, or (to ſpcak more proper- 
ly) Witha pardon, tizat I can give them leave to 


think 
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think and ſpeak therein as they pleaſe ,- being 
fully aſſured, That I am as properly faid to be 
juſtified, as pardoned 3 yea though neither par- 
doned nor juſtihed properly , yet foraſmuch as 
I am aſſured , that being pardoned and juſtitt- 
ed ( properly or improperly )) 1 am certainly 
pardoned and certainly juſtihed , and hall be 
glorined , I am well contented with it , and 
am abundantly thankful to God and Chriſt Jc- 
lus for it. 

Thus have I dared to oppoſe , what this 
Author ( as he fays ) hath dared to athrm, 
viz, That if a finners Juſtification be the ſame 
thing with the Remiſſion of bis fins , then doth 
that by Juſtification not admit a proper ſence 
in the whole Scripture , and that to ſay ſo , is 
in effett to ſay, we are not at all juſtified , and 
ſo to bid defiance to the Scripture in a bundred 
places, And I do leave it to the judgement 
ot every learned and impartial Reader, what 
{lentence to pronounce both upon the one and 
the other, this his Affirmation, and my Oppo- 
lition. I hall in the next place addreſs my 
ſelt to the anſwering of another Queſtion, as 
tolloweth, 
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CHAP. XII, 


Q. Why, or for what reaſons, may pardon of 
ſin be called Taſtification, ana Vice vers ? 
Or, Wheat reaſons are there for their promatſe 
cons ſe in the N.T? Anſw. In anſwer 
whereunto, 1. It is acknowledged, That the 
Dueſtion is in it ſelf not ſo conſiderable. 
2. Neverthelefſf for the ſatisfaFiom of many 
diſſenting Brethren, in anſwer thereunto, 


ſeveral reaſons of the thing are aſſigned and 
ſpecified. 


.1, OR what reaſon or reaſons, can pardon of fin 
be ſtyled Juſtification, and Juſtification par- 
don ? Anſw, 1 ſay concerning this Queſtion, as of 
the former, That it is not very material : For it I 
know, that Gods pardoning, mercy, as in Scrip- 
cure it goes under divers other names, (Redemp- 
tion, Salvation, Reconciliation, Rightcouſnels— ) 
gocs allo under the name Juſtification,” I may very 
wcll rcſt aflurcd, that there is a reaſon for it, be- 
cauſe the only wiſc God will not give a name to 
any thing, for which there is norcaſon. But bc- 
cauſe this Author cither is ignorant of the reaſons 
uſually rendred for it, or cle doth difſcmble his 
knowledge thercot, I will theretore for his ſake, 
make antwcr to the faid Queſtion, and 1 dclire, 
that my Axſwers may be lookt upon as a Swper- 
pondium, or meaſurc running over, given into his 
boſom. My Anſwers are, 
1, On: Reafon, why Gods ſaving mercy to f1n- 
is taken trom the 
divers 
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divers miſchievous effects, or conſequences of lin. 
Becauſe ſm doth make the inner obnoxious unto, 
or binds him over to puniſhment, therefore is Gods 
faving mercy in the blood of Chrilt towards fin- 
ners, ſtyled Remiſhon, this being Gods looling the 
bond, or diſcharging of the ſinner from the faid 
obligation. 

2, If Mr. Bradbaw's opinion be right , viz. 
That if an offendor be pardoned without any a- 
mends and fatisfaQion, he is not at all juſtihed, 
and conſequently where a fault is of that nature, 
as that no ſufficient ſatisfaction or amends can be 
made, there can be no juſtitcation of a perſon 19 
offending, then this reaſon will well warrant Re- 
miſhon of fin to be ſtyled Juſtification, vis, Be- 
cauſe our pardon is a peculiar kind of pardon, 
(i, e.) not Pura puta & omni modogratuits, mecr- 
ly and in all rcſpets free, but fome way merited, 
viz, By the fatisfation of Chriſt our Mediator, 
whereupon God is juſt, and doth exerciſe juſtice 
in the pardoning, of finners, and conſequently may 
be faid to jaſtife thoſe, whom he doth upon ſuch 
conlideration remit. 

3. But becauſe this ground perhaps is not ſo 
juſtifable and fatisfaory, foralmuch as that De» 
linquent, that can Qwocunqz modo, ſew ratione qua- 
licunq, produce a pardon, is juſtified from the ac- 
cuſation of being obliged to ſuffer the penalty of the 
Law, and by conſequence reſpectively thereunto 
is juſt, Reflus in Curid, If any, I fay, be difla- 
tisfied in that reaſon of Mr. Bradſbaw*s, I ſhall of- 
fer to him inſtead thereof this reaſon, vis. Remiſ- 
lion of (iff is ſtyled Juſtification, becauſe it will 
ſtand a (inner in as much ſtead betore the Tribunal 
of God (the Judge of quick and dead) as a Jultt- 
fication upon perte&t juſtice would do a perſon, 
E 4 who 
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who being perfely innocent is impleaded. This 
reaſon, 1 have cauſe to preſume, will not much 
be regarded by this Author, but diſtaſted rather, 
becauſe he thinks, that for this reaſon a hinners Ju- 
ſtihcation muſt needs be wholly improper, and 
altogether Metaphor ical, which he can by no mcans 
endure. But as I have endeavoured to cure him 
of that his miſ-conception, ſo I doubt not, but 
that this reaſon will be of a perfect good reliſh, to 
others of another and more ſound palatc. 

4. Another Reaſon ( as ſome think |) is, be- 
cauſe a ſinner is pardoned by courſe of Law, his 
pardon is derived, or accrews to him, not as that 
of a MalefaQtor ſometimes doth, by the mcer will 
and prerogative of his Soveraign Prince, but by 
vertue of the Law of the Goſpel, enacted as an in- 
{trument tor the conveyance thereot. 

As for the Reaſons of Remitlion of fin, its being 
ſtyled Juſtitication, and Juſtihcation its being ſtyled 
Remiſhon of tim, I think they may be htly tothe 
purpoſe in hand thus expreſſed. 


t. Goſpel-Juſtihcation is ſtyled Remifſhon of 


{in, inreſpe& of the quality of the perſon, who is 
the Materia, circa quam, the fubje&t, about which 
that ſaving grace or me:cy is converlant, the pep- 
ſon or recipicht ſubje& thereot being not an Inno- 
cent, but a perſon in himſclt qbnoxious, viz. a 
{inner : For Goſpel-Juſtitication though Juſtaſjult) 
yet it 15 not + Jujti, but Injuſti, ( 7. 6 ) 
it is the diſcharge of a perſon, who in himiclt is 
unjuſt, from that obligation to puniſnment, where- 
with he is charged by the Law. 

2. Remiſſion of lin is in the N. T.* frequently 
ſtyled Juſtification, in regard of the manner of its 
conveyance, which is not as many others, it not 
moſt pardons from man are, upon mcer good will 
909 
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and pleaſure, but from Law and Covenant, which 4 finners 
Law or Covenant is two-fold, 1. The firſt is a prone. 
Law or Covenant peculiar to Chriſt, as Perſons —_ 
reſtipulans, God the Father therein requiring fa- kind from 
tisfaQtion to be made by him, and thereupon co- What ma» 
venanting and promiling, That no (tri&t fatisfaQti- "Z _ 
on ſhould be exacted ot the finer. This fatisfa- Fe —_ 
&ion according to the faid Law or Covenant, (as one re- 
commonly ſtyled, or as others ſtyle it, divine de- ſpe ir is 
cree, they referring the matter to the Decretive, Pon 
rather than the Legiſlative will of God ) this fatis- _ 
faction, 1 fa Telus Chriſt did according to the : 

, Y, £ upon the 
faid Covenant or Decree of God, and at the time farisfadi- 
appcinted, moſt fully make > whence it is, that Ch S 
the Apolile fays , He = himſelf Arriavrges, a; _— 
counter-price, a fatisfaCtion inſtead of a fatisfaQi- reſpe& ic 
On, 1 11m.2.6, is upon 

2. The ſecond Law or Covenant is that,where- *be faith 
in we tlinners are the Reſtipulators, and which in —— 
Scripture is ſtyled The Promiſe, The Law of Faith, of a fin- 
The Goſpel, The new Covenant— wherein God ver , and 
through Chriſt doth promiſe remiſſion of fin upon G my 
ccrtain conditions, upon performance whereof, TP a> 
he doth accordingly beſtow it upon us. ſaid to be 

3. Remitſion of fin may be ſtyled Juſtifacaticn, a cove- 
in reſpect of the profit or benefit thereof, and this 1ared 
both ſpecial and general. 1, Special, In that he 
doth prevent, remove, or take away the obligati- do Lon. 
on to condemnation,which is due to tinners, which 
condemnation is the direct oppohte to Jultihcation, 
as is apparent by many Scriptures. 2. In gene- 
ral, In that it is equivalent unto, or will prove to 
be of like univerſal benetit, priviledge, or emolu- 
ment to 2 ſinner, with that kind of Juſtihcation, 


which is the juſtihication of a perſon, who in him- 
ſelf is altogether jult, and neyer was obnoxious. 
| Thus 
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Thus have I replyed to the whole of what Mr. 
Ferguſon hath ſaid in his ſecond Chapter, concern- 
ing a finners -Juſtihcation, and the imputation of 
Chriſts Righteouſneſs unto him. But before 1 
proceed to reply to any other paſſage in his Book, 
which concerns the matter in hand, I will anſwer 
a Queſtion, that will come in htly to be propoſed, 
by occaſion of what hath been ſaid upon this laſt, 
namely, That the juſtification of a finner is By a 
Law. 


GEESE ATTY 


Q. How is the juſtification of a ſinner tobe de- 
nominated, whether Evangelical or Legal ? 
Anſw. Rather Evangelical, and the rea- 
ſon affigned. The Arguments of thoſe on 
the contrary ſide both anſwered and retorted, 
who acknowledge, that the juſtification of s 
finner is Evangelical ex parte principii, 
but would not have it abſolutely to be ſo ſty- 
led, but rather a Legal juſtification. The 
reaſon why this Dueſtion is debated and 
enſwered, 


Q.T TOY. i the Faltification of « ſinner to be de- 

nominated, whether Evangelical , or ra- 
ther Legal ? Anſw. 1 propoſe this Queſtion, not 
for the fatisfaGtion of Mr. Ferguſon, but for the 
fake of ſome other Brethren, who may need a due 
intormation therein ; And my anſwer is , uo 
Or- 
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foraſmuch as that Law, by which a ſinner is juſti- 
fied, is The Law of Faith, of Grace, or of the 
Goſpe), it is therefore to be denominated not a 
Legal, but an Evangelical Juſtihcation. Herein . 
{ by not Legal ] 1 muſt not in reaſon be under- 
tiood to mean Not in any ſence fo, or by no Law 
at all, but not by the Law of works, or as the 
word Legal is oppoſed to, or contradiſtinguiſhed 
from the word Evangelical. And there cannot 
be ( as Ithink ) a more convincing Argument to 
prove, That Evangelical in the caſe, or queſtion 
in hand, is the fitteſt name, than by alledging tha 
which will be granted by all, viz. That the Law, —— 
by which a kinner is juſtified, is an Evangelical ;, nor the 
Law, the Law of the Goſpel : For foraſmuch as Law, 
the Law, by which a man was and is to be juſtiti- which,bue 
ed, is two-told, 1. The Law of God Creator, — 
commonly ſtyled Lex originalis, or Law of works ud 
2. The Law of God Redeemer, called Lex reme- (i. «) 
dians, or the Law of grace or faith 3 and foraf- an —_ 
much as the former Law was enacted, as the Rule —_ 
of juſtifying an innocent perſon, and the latter of he Law 
a inner, how can we better expreſs the difference of graces 
betwixt the juſtification of an innocent and a fin- a finner is 
ner, than by ſtyling the former a Legal, and the a_— Og 
latter an Evangelical Juſtification ? The peculiar + 
ſpecies of the Law, by whicha perſon is uſtitied, 
15 that which doth ſpecificate the juſtification it (elf, 
and is therefore mott apt and ht to give it its pecu- 
liar denomination. 

I delire, That the anſwer herc given may the 
rather be ducly weighed and obſerv*d, becauſe it 
may {crve to retihe the miſtake of a certain learn- 
ed Author, (perhapgsalſo of ſome other Brethren) 
who albeit he doth allow a linners juſtſhcation to 
be Evangelical, ex parte principii, ( Evangelical 
Grace 
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Grace in Chriſt, being the fountain of it ) and (o 
to be called, with a reſpe& thereunto, neverthe- 
leſs he will not allow it roundly and abſolutely to 
be denominated Evangclical , but rather Leyal, 
tor theſe two reaſons : Becauſe it is Legal, ex parte 
termini & medii.. 1, Ex parte termini,becauſe it is 
minated in the ſatisfatiion, which is to be made or 
performed to the Law : He hath freed me from 1be 
Law of fin and death, — 

To this I anſwer, What he means here by the 
ſatisfaction to be made to the Law, ( upon which 
the juſtihcation of a {inner is by him ſaid to be ter- 
minated_) I do not know, nor will I take upon me 
ſo much as to gueſs, leſt 1 ſhould miſtake his mean- 
ing 3 only I will ſay as followeth, 1. That by tbe 
Law of the Spirit of life, ( Rom.$.2.) .is meant the 
Evangelical Law , the Goſpel of Chriſt, or Law 
of Faith. 2. That Juſtiticationis one part at lcalt 
of that ſaving bencht, which the Apoſtle compri- 
zethundcr the cxpretlion of his being by that Law, 
made free from the Law of fin and death, it bcing as 
well the guilt of lin, as the power ot tin, which by 
that Law he was made free trom. 

3- Conſequently I fay, That that Scripture 
proves not the Author's purpoſe, but the direct 
contrary, viz. That becauſe it is by the Law ot the 
Goſpel, that we are made tree, or juſtined trom 
the guilt ot our ({;ns, therefore our Jultihcation 1s 
to be called Evangelical, and not Legal. 

2. Keſpetin medii, in reſpeti of the means (lays 
he) which is the Legal Righteouſneſs of Chrifr, by, 
or through faith imputed to us. 

To this Ianſwer, 1.As in ſome reſpect the Righ- 
eeouſneſs of Chrilt may be ſtyled Juſtitiz Legals, 
(theLaw of his Mcdiatorſhip requiring it,and it be- 
ing the rule therect ) ſo in another reſpect it may - 
titty 
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fitly aid tobe Jwſtitia pro-Legalir, (it being to ns 
inſtead, or ſtanding us inſtead of a perfect legal 
Righteouſneſs ) ſo allo in another reipe&t it may 
very htly be ſtyled (and fo I hnd it ſiyled by fone 
Authors }) our evangelical righteouſneſs; and an 
evangelical righteouſneſs it may , I fay, be very 
htly ſtyled, 1. Becauſe the Goſpel is it, and it a- 
lone ( not the light of nature }) by which it is re- 
vealed and made known to the world. 2. Be- 
cauſe it was of Gods grace to appoint it, 3» To 
accept it alſo, and this tor gracious, or Goſpcl- 
ends, viz. the paxdon or juſtihcation of finners. 
And for this reaſon I may well conclude, That the 
juſtification of ſinners is to be deneminated not a 
legal ( as the Author contends for ) but an evan- 
gclical Juſtihcation, 

2. As for his ſaying, That this legal Righteouſ- 
neſi of Chriſt is imputed to us by, or through faith; 
[ anſwer, 1, It is not at all imputed to us in the 
ſence of this Author, Cz. e. ) properly, and in its 
eſſential nature , but only in the ſaving cftccts 
thereot, as I have alrcady (lhope) convincingly 
demonſtrated. 

2, Nevertheleſs I grant, that | in ſubordination 
tothe Righteouſneſs of Chriſt ] faith is a Medium, 
or means of a linners juſtification, though it is ano- 
ther kind of Medizm, than is Chriſts Righteoul- 
nels, to which it is ſubordinate in the juſtifying ot 
a ſinner 3 Chriſis Righteouſneſs being ſuch a Me- 
dium, as hath the nature or efficiency of a merito- 
rious cauſe, but our faith haviay only the nature ot 
a condition fimply fo called. I have thought 
meet to intimate this for thcſe tworeaſons, 1. 10 
prevent the mil-underſtanding of what 1 ſaid inthe 
torcegoing Chapter, wherein was ſaid, that Golpcl- 
pardon was ex Chriſti ſatisfatiione, and ex pecca- 

forts 
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toris fide, which muſt not be ſo-underſtood, as if 
the word ex did imply the ſelf ſame importance in 
both places : For the truth is, that as the particle 
ex is of different importance ( it importing ſome- 
times ons kind of cauſe, and ſometimes another, 
and ſometimes no cauſe at all, but an antecedent 
condition, and the fame I may fay of the particles 
in Engliſh, Greek and Hebrew correſponding to 
the Latine particle ex ) ſo in the former applicati- 
on of theparticle, it doth imply efficiency, or an 
efhcient meritorious cauſe, but in the latter only 
an antecedent, or a condition, fine qud non. 

' 2. To prevent the miſ-conſtrution of the word 
[ faith] in many places of Scripture, where,by faith 
many do underſtand only its obje&t (Chriſt, or his 
Rightcouſneſs ) whereas , a3 faith and Chritlts 
Righteouſneſs are two things of diſtinCt confidera- 
tion, fo by faith in ſuch ſayings as theſe ( We are 
juitified By faith, and ſaved By faith—— ) we are 
to underſtand not only the object thereot as im- 
plyed ( Chriſt, or his Rightcouſneſs ) but allo the 
aQt believing, or the thing it ſelt faith. 

Laſtly, I anſwer, That foraſmuch as God is 
graciouſly pleaſed in his Goſpel, to appoint and to 
declare his acceptance of faith, as the condition of 
2 {inners juſtification, through, or for the ſake of 
Chriſts Righteouſneſs, therefore I anſwer as be- 
fore, T hat a finners juſtification is to be denomina- 
tcd rather Evangclical, than Legal. 

I ſhall now return to Mr. Ferguſon, and reply 
to certain other paſſages, which I tind here and 
there diſperſed in his Book, as grounds for the 
Imputation of Chriſts Rightcouſnels to us, in the 
ſence by him contended for. 
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Several miſtakes in eMr, F. according to the 
obvious conſtrutHion of his words, actefied. 
That Chriſt ſuffered not the Idew, but the 
Tantundem , menifefted by three things, 
diſtinctly ſpecified, and two evil conſequen- 
ces of the contrary Dottrine. With « Can- 
tion inthe cloſe, 


P.x OY | AN having taken off bis dependency Mr. F, 


upon God, by tranſgreſſing the Law 
of Creation, Gods Refiorſhip over bim, which is re« 
gulated by bis wiſdom, holinefl, veracity, and the 
eternal reflitude and righteouſneſs of by nature, 
would not allow, that be ſhould be received into fa- 
vour, but in ſuch a way, and by ſuch means, as may 
ſecure the end; of government, manifejt the diſpli- 
cency that is in God to fin, evidence bis truch and 
immutabil'ity, in proceeding according to the penal 
Law, which in purſuance of bis own Attriouter, 
and mans rational nature and relation, he bad at 
firſt enalted, 

Anſw. Taſſent to the whole of what is here re- 
cited, except this, That God did for the ends ſpe- 
cihed, proceed according to the penal Law, which 
at firſt was enacted, in which faying, there is a 
complication ot miſtakes involved ; tor x. That 
Law was only diſpenced, and not executed, nei- 
ther upon Chriſt, nor upon mankind 3 not upon 
Chriſt 3 for Chriſt was not at all threatned in that 
Law, neither did he die the death by verrue of | 
that Law, however by occalion of it, as hath been 
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already ſaid. Nor was that Law executed upon 
all mankind, ſuppoſing, ( and taking it for grant- 
ed ) that by the death there threatned, is meant 
eternal as well as temporal death. 
2. A miſtake of the nature of that obligation, 
which a divine commination doth induce, ſeems 
to be implycd in the faid words of this Author ; 
The for Comminatio eft obligatio Legem violantis ad pa- 
threat- nam ferendam, non Legem ferentis ad inferendam ; 
nings of that commination did l1gnitic what man was bound 
__ to ſuffer, not what God was bound to do ; Upon 
only an diſobedience man was bound to ſuffer, but God 
obligati- was not «thereupon bound to inflift puniſhment 3 
on vpon_ otherwiſe ſupream Law-givers could have no pow- 
=_ 4 *l- ex to pardon 3 and theretore there is no neceſſity, 
Go fer v7; that the puniſhment threatned ſhould be executed, 
puniſh= and it is an error to affert, or imagine any ſuch ne- 
ment cciſity : Theonly incvitable effect of that threat- 
_ ning was, That upon Mans fin puniſhment 
oe » »* ſhould be his due, and ſo it was 3 man being bound 
necefary fo puniſhment Ipſo fatto, upon his offence commit- 
obligation ted. And hercinis the difference betwixt a Com- 
__—_ mination and a Denunciation of puniſhment, this 
ir * being ana of judgment or ſentence, or elſe a 
prediction of a decree to puniſh, whereupon the 
puniſhment denounced is always inflicted. 
3. There ſeems alſo to be this miſtake ( a mi- 
ſtake of very evil conſequence |) implycd in the 
clauſe fore-cited , viz. That Chriſt ſuffered the 
Idem, not the Tantundem, the ſame ſuffering, to 
which that Commination did oblige, and that a 
finners liberation from the puniſhment, to which 
he was obliged, was by the way of ſtrict payment, 
not fatisfattion, or compenſation, 
4. There ſeems alſo to be this miſtake implycd 
in the aid clauſe, viz. That the ends of Gods (o- 
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veraign rule and government, could not be fecu- 
red by a Compenſation, or without ſtrict ſolution, 
or payment of that very debt of puniſhment, which 
was by the fin of man contracted. © And it 1 were 
fure, that this Author would own this opinion, 
(tor God forbid, that I ſhould cauſleſly faſten any 
thing upon him, or any of my Brethren )) ws, 
That the ſufferings of Chritt were Ipſa debiti ſolno Ching 
tio, and not Pro debito ſatifatio, 1 would more at ſuferings 
large ſuggeſt ſomewhat of my own, and endeavour _— not 
to improve what hath been ( fo tar 'as my knovw- — 
ledge reacheth_) ſaid by others againſt it. Never- gf aur 
theleſs becauſe there are of my Brethren, who do debre in 
maintain, that Chriſt ſuffered the very Idem, which indy bur 
was in a lingers obligation, and not the Tantrwn- Loon 
dem, at leaſt that it is not much material, whe- gn = Us. 
ther we fay the one, or the other, I will for their vine ju- 
ſatisfaction, do theſe two things 3 tice for 
1. I will briefly ſet down the ſubſtance of what 2 20t 
. X » « paJ menc 
is commonly and truly (as I believe) faid bythe —- pol 
moſt learned judicious Divines, whole writings I for Gods 
am acquainted with, in this matter. not exadt. 
2. I will ſuggeſt two or three things, which I the of us 
conceive to be the native conſequences of Chriſt ;enet 7” 
his ſuffcring, the Idem of our obligation, and not thereof, 
the Tantundens. 
For the hrſt be it canhidered, 
1. That the perſon who made the payment, 
was not the fame who was in the obligation, bur 
another : For it was not Chriſt, who was in the 
obligation, but the (inner, the Law threatning not 
himin perſon, or him in our perſon, but the lin- 
ner, Briefly, that Law obliged none to die, but 
the finner, nor any other to die for or inſtead of 
the linner, 


2+ The ſufferings of Chriſt were not altogether | 
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of the fame kind. There was that excluſion of 
finners from the favour of God, threatned iin the 
curſe, and which ſhall one day be executed upon 
ſome ſinners, which was not ſuffered, or under- 
gone by Chriſt : For as the Apoſile ſays, upon ſup- 
polal of a pcrictt fimilitude betwixt our great 
High-Pricſt, and thoſe after the order of Azron, 
( Then muſt Chriſt often bave ſuffered ſince the foun- 
dation of the world, Heb.g. 26. ) Even fo, upon 

The {uppolition, that whatſoever ſuftering was threat- 
ground ncd to the finner, was inflicted upon Chriſt, I 
of Chrifts may fay, Then Jcſus Chriſt ſhould have oftcen ſut- 
—_ fercd fince the toundetion ot the world; yea to 
obligari. tc nd of the world, yea world without cnd, 
on to (uf. even to all eternity. His ſufferings ( forafmuch 
fer 1s ex- 25 he was both God and man in one perſon) how- 
my ever they were cquivalent to whatſoever was 
for ours (\reatned by the original Law to finners, yet they 
was foun- WCTe not the ſame, 

ded upon 23, The ground and rcafon of Chriſts and fin- 

_——— ncis obligation to ſufler, was not of the ſame kird 

commir- Or denomination , his being Obligatio fidejwſſoria, 

ted 3; bur Or Contratiws, but ours Crimims, or ex dehitio, 15 

Chrifts hath been alrcady faid- As tinners were obliged 

yer wot to ſuffcr by one Law, ſo Chrilts obligation did rc- 

his own fult from another, and that Law peculiar to him- 
voluttary (clt. 

ſponſion, 2, As for the evil conſequences of aſſerting. 

bs it That Chriſt ſufkcred the Idem, the fame thing 

urs is Which was ina linners obligation to futter, be it 
juſtly de- conhidered, that thence it will tollow, T hat a tin- 
n-»mma- ner (ould Ipſs fatio. have an immediate preſent 
ted ©i- right, to be diſcharged from his obligation to ſut- 
ah 94 —_ fer (according to that cclcbrated ſaying of the Ci- 
is only Pans, Solutione ejus quod debetur, tolitur obliga- 
C11: 84u.. #i9) which to lay, is a branch of down-right 4*- 
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tinomian dofrine, which maintains rhe Juſtifica- * 
tion of Infidels, or of finners, in their damnable 
unbelict. 

2. It follows, That a finners diſcharge from 
his obligation to ſuffer, is not truly, there- 
fore cannot rationally be ſtyled Pardon of fin, or 
that 2 ſinner (upon ſuch a ſuppoſition) cannot ra- 
tionally be ſaid to be pardoned: For I look upon 
the ſayings of thoſe two learned men ( Grotims and 
Wotton ) as undoubted truths, viz. Ubi iden ſol- 
vitur vel 4 debitore, vel ab alio debitoris nomine, 
nulla contingit remiſſioz nibil enim circa debitum 
agit Creditor, aut Keftor, Grot. de ſatisf. p.119. 
Where the ſame thing is paid either ” the debtor 
himſelf, or by any other in bis name, there is no re- 
miſſion, or pardon of the debt. The Creditor, or 
Recor, doth in that caſe a&t nothing, he only re» 
ceives the debt. And fays Mr. Wotton, De recon- 
cil, Pecc. p.157, Pana, ac venia diverſa ſunt, ita 
pland, ut qui panas dederit, non ſit abſolutws, qui 
abſolutus eft, ſupplicio affeius non fuit, Puniſh- 
ment and pardon are contrary ({o the word Diverſa 
is here to be conſtrued ) ſo 44 that he, who bath 
ſuffered the puniſhment for bis ſin, is not pardoned, 
or abſilved, and he whois abſolved ( i.c. ) abſolved 
by a pardon, was not puniſhed, 

My reply to what this Author fays in the 
next Page, ſhall be the ſubject of the following 
Chapter, 

Only leſt 1 ſhould ſeem willing ( which is in- 
deed a thing far from me) to charge this Author, 
with the holding of any point of doctrine, which 
he doth diſ-own, I think it mcet at the cloſe of 
this Chapter, to give the Reader to underſiand, 
that he doth elſe-where in effect ſay, That Chrilt 
did not ſaftcs the Idem, but the Tantundem 3 = 
F 2 iP 
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he fays expreſly , p.557. That Chriſt ſubmitted 
to the demerit of our (ins, ſo as to undergo the 
penalty in the ſubſtance and kind of it ( though 
wot in the adjuntis, and conſequential accidents, 
which would have accompanied it upon ſuch 
weak, finite, depraved ſubjetis as we are ) that 
we ſhould have undergone. 

Hereupon all that 1 can peremptorily fay is 
this, viz. 

I. That I am not able to reconcile this Aus 
thor with himſelf in both his faid ſayings : 
For if Chriſt did undergo the penalty of the 
Law, which we ſhould have undergone only 
in the ſubſtance, and not in the circumſtances 
thereof, as here ſpccihed , how was it true to 
ſay as he ſaid in Page 536. That in Chriſts 
ſuffering for our ſins, God did evidence bs truth 
and immutability, in proceeding according to the 
Penal Law, which in purſuance of by own At- 
tributes, and mans rational Nature and relati- 
ons to God , he had at firlt enafied ? For was 
not the circumſtances, adjuncts, or accidents of 
puniſhment, as well as the ſubſtance of puniſh- 
ment, thrcatned to man in that penal Law, 
and which man having fin'd, ſhould according- 
ly have undergone ? Now it Chriſt did under- 
yo'the penalty only in the ſubſtance, but not 
in the adjunQs threatned , how is this conliſt- 
ent with his ſaying, That in the ſufferings of 
Chrift, God did proceed according to the penal 
Law, which at firſt was enatied 7 

2. It is not reconcilcable to, but flatly a- 
gainſt the truth to ſay, That Chriſt ſuffered 
that puniſhmcnt in kind, which we ſhould have 
andcrgone : For I would demand of him, Was 
not eternal death comprized in the penalty 
threat 
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threatned in that Law at firſt enacted ? 

3. If by Gods truth and immutability, Mr. 
F. means ( as it js evident, he doth ) the im- 
mutability and truth of God, in tulhilling that 
his threatning-word, Gen. 2.17. it is his noto- 
rious miſtake fo to think, or fay : For that pe- 
nal Law was not by the ſufferings of Chriſt 
fulfilled , or executed, but through a compen- 
fation, or through his compenſatory fufferings 
diſpenced with , as was upon occaftion before 
faid, God thercin manifeſting his mercy and ju- 
ſtice, but not his truth and immurability, rc- 
ſpectively to that threatning-Law. 


CHAP. XVI. 


The Imputation of Socinianiſm grounaleſly char- 
ged by My. F. upon his Brethren, Mr. 
F. bis charging bis Antagoniſts with non- 
ſence , refined, That ſort of union with 
Chriſt to be renounced, the native conſe- 
quence whereof is the reciprocal Imputation 
of our fins to Chriſt, and of his Righteouſneſs 
fo ws, inthe ſence of Mr. F. with his Ad- 
herents ( i.e. ) properly and formally , or 
otherwiſe than in the fruits and effeits of 
the one , and of the other, The reaſon 
thereof renared. 


advantage, and not in our room, is plain 


P.5 7T O ſay, That Chriſt ſuffered only for our Mr, F. 
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Socinianiſm 3 end to ſay, That be bare our puniſh- 
ment, without being charged with our guilt, is plain 
non-ſence z and yet to remonſtrate to ſech 4 Relation 
between him and ws, as may and ought to be (tyled a 
Legal Union, is to vent repugnancies in the ſame 
breath. 

Anſw. What is here ſaid, hath in effec already 
been anſwered 3 and to the fame purpoſe I fay 
again 3 | 
1. The iumputation of Socinianzſm is cauſlels, 
foraſmuch as we do acknowledg, what they deny, 
viz, That Jeſus Chriſt being God and man in one 
perſon, did make a ſatisfaction, or compenſation 
to Gods jultice, and by his doings and ſufferings 
did merit the pardon of our ſins. 

3. We deny not, but that Jcſus Chriſt may be 
truly faid to have ſuffered in our room or licad, 
( and for that cauſe to be ſtyled in the word of one 
of the Ancients our Arn4»;a; ) becauſc he ſuffered 
that which was equivalent to the ſuffering, which 
being due to us we ſhould have ſuffered, and there- 
by to ſave us from ſuffering 3 and we fay, That 
Chriſt ſuffered in the perſon of a Mediator, to 
procure our pardon and reconciliation with God. 
Only wedo deny, That Chriſt was in ſuch a ſence 
our Armue, Or that he did in ſuch a (trict ſence 
dic in our room and ſicad, as that he may be faid 
to die in noſftri perſona, in ſuch ſort repreſenting 
our perſons, as that we can truly be ſaid to have 
ſatished in and by him, or that his ſufferings arc 
in their eſſential nature imputed to us. One King 
may be ſaid ro rule «3, in the room of another, 
though he may not therefere be ſaid to be the Re- 
prelentative of that other, as Archelais is faid to 
have reigned «rn #gds, in the room of his Ea» 
ther Herod, Solomon inthe room of David, 1 King, 
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5.5. Benaiab to be made Captain-General of th* 
Holt, in the room of Joab, 1 King, 2. 35. and 
Eliſha to be ſubſtituted or anoiated a Prophet, in 
the room of Eljeb, 1 King.19.16. although none 
of theſe can be truly faid in a (trit fence to repre- 
ſent the perſons of thoſe, in whoſe room they were 
ſubſtituted. 

3. It by Ourpuniſhment this Author meaneth 
the Idem, the ſelf fame puniſhment, which we 
ſhould have born, it hath becn already gainfaid, 
and the contrary truth proved, as alſo that he did 
not bear our guilt, neither our guile of fa&t, or 
fault at all, nor the ſelf fame guilt or obligation to 
puniſhment as was ours, but another kind of obli- 
gation, that was peculiar to himlclt. 

4+ What non-ſence foever there is in ſaying, 
That Chrilt bare Idem ſupplicium, our very pu- 
niſhment, without being charged with our guilt, 
nevertheleſs it is true ſence, and the (cnce of Scrip- 
ture tofay, That Chriſt did contract, or take up- 
on him an obligation to ſuffer, and did actually 
undergo ſuch ſufterings, as were equivalent to that 
puniſhment which we deſerved to fuffer, and this 
without being charged with our guilt. 

5. The things being jultly to be denied, whic!: 
he doth here preſume as granted, or to be granted, 
( viz. That Chriſt did at all take upon him ovr 
Keatus fatii, or culpe, our guile of tad, or fault, 
or the ſelt fame guilt, or obligation to'puniſhment, 
which was ours) it follows, That there is all the 
reaſon in the world, to remonſtrate unto any fuch 
union of Chriſtians with Chriſt ( by what name 
ſoever dignihed' or diſtinguiſhed, Myſtical, Cor- 
jugal, Political, Legal , Evangelical, Supcrnatu- 
ral-—) the native conſequence whereot is, Tha: 
Chriſt was charged with our guilt of fin, That he 
F 4 £90k; 
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"took upon him the ſelf ſame obligation to pu- 
niſhment, which, was ours, That our fin real. 
ly in it ſelf was imputcd to him, and under. 
gone by him , and That his doings and uf. 
terings ( bricfly ) his Kighteouſnels , was for- 
mally in it iclt imputed unto us. All thefe 
Conſequents are qulily to be remonſtrated a- 
gainſt , and conſequently ſo arc all the Ante- 
cedents ( be they never fo fpecious ) from 
whence they do naturally and neceſſarily re- 
ſult, or flow, tor ( as the common faying is ) 
Ex vero nibil nifi verum , From truth nothing 
but truth doth natively and neceſſarily iſſue, 
Theſe things conſidered , it is ecafie to anſwer 
his arguings in P.556,557. which I ſhall more 
at large now recite and reply to. 


P.556,557- 
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That Chriſt may very well be ſaid to be made 
ſon for 1s, to bear our fins, to die for our of- 
fences — although it cannot be truly ſaid, 
that be did bear our fin it ſelf, or fin in it 
ſelf, or otherwiſe than in the fruit and ef- 
fedts of it, the contrary whereunto is pre» 
tended by My. F. eMyr, Ferguſon's mi- 
ftake in confounding an Antecedent impul- 

fre cauſe, with a meritorious cauſe, the 
difference whereof is aſſerted and exempli- 

fied, His miſtake in not diſtinguiſhing be- 
twixt An oblipation, and Our obligation to 
ſuffer. That though our ſins did properly 
merit Chriſts ſuffering, nevertheleſs it will 
not follow from thence, that Ghrift himſelf 

did merit it, or took upon him the meriting 
thereof. That Chriſt may be ſaid in an im- 

proper ſence to be puniſhed. The word 

[ Demerit of puniſhment ] ambiguous , 4 
two-fold ſence whereof is ſpecified. The 
Arzuments which overthrow the Popiſh do- 
Grine of believers, being diſcharged from 

the guilt of ſin, but not the puniſhment, al- 

together miſ-applyed by My. F. to the point 


in hand, 


preceded, as the antecedent impul. 


ſve cauſe of Chriſts ſufferings, be could neither be 


ſaid 


A D not the ſuſception of our fins Mr, F, 
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ſaid to be mail fin for us, nor to bear them, nor to 
have them laid upon him, nor to die for our offences, 
nor to be our ranſom © Nor could the inflifting of ſuf- 
ferings upon him have been either good in it ſolf, or 
an all of Retioral juſtice in God, or bave bad anyten- 
dency to bis glory, or to the bonour of bis Law, or to 
deter ſinners from offending ; yea, preclude once the 
confideration of ſin, as the meritorious cauſe of the 
Agonies which Chriſt underwent, andthe love, wiſ- 
dom, juſtice, and Retiorſhip of God, ave obnoxious to 
reflettions, and ſtand liable to be impeached. And 
if it be once obtained, that our ſins are the meritori- 
ous impulſive canſe of Chriſts death, his ſuſception of 
our guilt will neceſſarily follow. For guilt being no- 
thing but an obligation to puniſhment, and it being 
impoſfible to concervs ſuch a habitude betwixt a per- 
fon aud ſin, that it ſhould be the meritorious impul- 
five cauſe of bis puniſhment, ag1 yt he not be nnder 
an obligation to puniſhment, it plainly follows, that 
guilt muſt be ſuppoſed antecedent to 2 demerit of pu- 
niſhment. Guilt and puniſpment being Relater, be 
that is obnoxious to the latter, muſt be previouſly un- 
der the Imputation of the former, as Biſhop Andrews 
expreſſeth it, Chriſt was firſt made ſin in reſpett of 
the guilt, and then a curſe in reſpeit of the puniſh- 
ment, Serm. of Juſtitication on Jer.23.6. 

Anſ. Almoſtall ot this,cither in the fame words, 
or in words to the ſame cficct, hath been betore re- 
cited out of this Author, and a reply accordingly 
ſhaped thcreunto. And for that reaſon, it is ne- 
ceſſary only to repeat the Anſwers, which have 
becn already given. Ian{wer then, 

1. Chriſt may very well be ſaid to be made fin 
for us, to bear our tins, to have them laid upon 
him, to dic for our offences, and to be our ran- 
ſom, in that he did take upon him an obligation to 
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ſuffer, and ſuffer to death for the expi ation of 
them, although it cannot be truly faid , That 
Chriſt did bear our fin it ſelf | properly and for- 
mally taken] but only in the truit and fad conſe- 
quents of it, viz. ſuffering equivalent puniſhment, 
to that which was due to us for it. 

2, As to the Authors expreſhons | Antecedent 
Impulſive Cauſe ] 

1. It is the Authors miſtake, to confound an 
Antecedent Impulſive Cauſe with a Cauſe Merito- 
rious. That he doth fo, is moſt apparent and un- 
deniable by his fore-cited words. But that it is 
his miſtake fo todo, be it conſidered, 

1, That the miſery of an indigent Creature, may 
be well faid to be an antecedent impullive cauſe of 
that compaſſion, which is ſhewed towards it by 
thoſe, who are conſcious unto, or ſpeQators of 
its miſery. And accordingly I doubt not to aver, 
That the miſerable effeRs of in, ſpecially in ma» 
king us obnoxious to the vengeance of eternal fire, 
was an antecedent impulſive cauſe, moving God, 
(ſpeaking of him after the manner of men, which 
we muſt do, orelſe we can ſcarce fay any thing of 
him )  fore-ordain the ſufferings of our Lord 
Redcemer Chriſt Jeſus, whereby to reſcue us out 
of our wretched, and otherwile forlorn condition. 
Yet who will, or can juſtly ſay, That the miſery 
of a Creature, doth in a ſtrict or proper ſence me- 
rit the pity, whether of God or man ? This it it 
did, pity would ſcarce deſerve the name of pity, 
I mean, it would not be fo thank-worthy, foraf- 
much as that which is merited, deſerves little, if 
any thanks. Is a Labourer obliged to give his 
Malter thanks for his wages, which he hath carn- 
cd, or merited ? Miſery may be well faid to be 
Res apta nate, an objc& naturally tit to moye mer- 
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cy, or to be animpelling cauſe thereunto, and yet 
not a Meritorious cauſe thereot, in the ſtri& and 
proper uſual ſence of the word Meritorious. 

2, Thoughl grant it as a truth, and a fit ſaying, 
That our miſery contracted by fin, was an antecc- 
dent impulſive cauſe of Gods mercy, in delivering 
up Chriſt for us all, nevertheleſs I do utterly deny, 
that our {ins were the Meritorious cauſe of Chrilts 
death, or ſufferings, I grant, that our fins were 
the Occahion of Chriſts ſufferings, but 1 deny, that 
our lins did merit his ſuffcrings. And I have jult 
and great cauſe fo to do, foraſmuch as our Logick 
tells us, that there is a great difference betwixt an 
Occatlion and a Caulc (truly fo called) as this Au- 
thor cannot but know very well. Iremember the 
ſaying of David to Abiathar, 1 Sam.22.22, I have 
occaſioned the death of all the perſons of thy fathers 
bouſe ; which notwithſtanding it could not be aid, 
That he had cauſed their death. In like fort may 
w <lay to God, We have occalioned thee to bruiſe 
the Son of thy love, and to put him to grief, we 
have been the occalion of all his ſufferings but we 
may not ſay, That our ins did merit them. 

3. Foraſmuch as what this Author hath ſought, 
he cannot obtain, viz. an acknowledgment, That 
our fins were the meritorious cauſe of Chritts 
death 3 and foraſmuch as he makes this the ground 
of his following inferences, it is not therefore need- 
ful, that I ſhould uſe many words in replying 
thereunto : For if the foundation of a building be 
removed, the ſuperſtructure falls of it felt, and 
without hands. Neverthelcfs 1 add, 

3- Although 1do deny, that our fins were the 
meritorious cauſc of Chriſts ſufferings, neverthe- 
leſs ] doaſſert, that Chriſt was under An abligati- 
on to ſuffer for our lins. It is this Authors great 
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miſtake, not to,diſtinguiſh in this conteſt, betwixe 
Chriſts obligation and Ours, whereas, as hath been 
aforcfaid, theſe are two obligations ſpecifically dif- 
ferent 3 and all his inferences here are utterly 
Eons, ef 

That Chriſt could not ſuffer, or be under 
An Bligationto luffer, except he had been under, 
or had taken upon him, Our obligation to ſuſfer- 
ing, 

2. That he could not clſc have been faid to bear 
our {ins, to be made fin for us, to have our fins 
= upon hims to die for them, nor tobe our ran» 
om. 

3+ That without this, the inflicting of ſuffer- 
ings upon Chriſt, could not have been cither good 
in it ſelf, or an at of Rectoral juſtice in God, or 
have had any tendency to his glory, or——AUl 
theſe inferences , I fay, arc altogether ground» 
lels. : 

4. T anſwer Ex abwndanti, If our fins could 
properly be faid to have merited Chriſts {uffcrings, 
nevertheleſs it will not from thence tollow, That 
we meriting, that he ſhould ſuffer, then he him- 
ſelt did merit it, or took upon him the meriting 
thereof 3 and therefore although guilt, as he ſays, 
mulſt be ſuppoſed antecedent to a dererit of punilhe, 
ment, yet where there is noſuch demerit ( as in 
Chriſt there was not ) there *tis not neceſlary to 
ſuppoſe any antecedent guilt : Nor indeed in any 
caſe, but where the perion ſuffering is properly 
puniſh'd, which Chriſt was not, but only a fuffer- 
er of that, which we for our tins deſerved to have 
luficred in our own perſons, and which it we had 
perſonally ſuffered, it would have been formally 
and properly a puniſhment to us > bur was not to 
him, becauſe he never deſerved it, nor was any 
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fſhech guilt, or deſerving it imputed to him, or ta- 
ken upon him. And yet he may be ſaid in ſome 
improper ſence, to be obliged to puniſhment; 1 
donot mean the word | improperly] in reference 
to Obliged ( for Chriſts _ to ſuffering, 
however it was not at all Obligatio Criminis, yet 
being truly Obligatio Contratins, it was therefore 
In jno genere, a proper obligation ) but to the 
word | Puniſhment ] and I do therefore expreſs 
the matter now plainly, and fay, That Chriſt may 
be aid to be obliged to puniſhment improperly (0 
called, becauſe he did voluntarily undertake, and 
obliged himſelf to ſuffer thoſe pains, which being 
inflicted on us, would have becn properly, or pro- 
per puniſhments. 

5. As for the teſtimony of that renowned Bi- 
ſhop Andrews, T have made reply thercunto in an 
entire Chapter (Ch.y.) and I havethought it my 
part the rather ſo to do, becauſe, as I perceive by 
my late reading, not Mr. Ferguſon only, but cer- 
tain other Brethren, by their allegation of that 
Gaying of the Biſhop, have adopted it as their 
own. 

There is but one paſſage more, which I have 
obſerved in my reading of his Book throughout, 
to refer to the matter in hand ( The Imputation 
of Chriſts Righteouſneſs to us, or our guilt to him) 
which becauſe it will not necd any large reply, I 
will not aſſign a peculiar Chapter thereunto, but 
ſhall therewith cloſe both this Chapter, as alſo the 
whole of whiat I have here to animadvert upon, 
with reference to him. 

P.557. Where fin is ſo charged, as to expoſe a pers 
ſon to a demerit of puniſhment, there is an obligati- 
on to it, and where there i ſuch an obligation to it, 
there is in ſome ſence or other, guilt, = very 
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Argument; prhereby we overtbrow tbe PopiſhDogn of 
Believers being os from the guilt of ſin but not 
the puniſhment do equally diſprove Chrift c undergoing 
the puniſpment of ſin, without ſuſception of the guilt, 

Anſw. 1. The word [ demerit of puniſhment] 
is ambiguous 3 for it may fignihe two things, vis. 
Eithes the meriting of puniſhment, or puniſhmenc 
it (clf merited; in the latter ſence it's true, That 
our fin was fo charged upon Chriſt, as occational- 
ly to expoſe him to demerit of puniſhment ( 7. e. ) 
to ſuffer the puniſhment, which was the demerit 
ot our fin, or which we by our fin had merited ; 
but in the former ſence it isa notorious untruth to 
ſay, That our fin was fo charged upon Chriſt, as 
to expoſe him to the demerit = ke dr (4.e.) 
That he was charged with the meriting of any pu- 
niſhment. 

2. Thence it follows, That although there was 
an obligation upon Chriſt to ſuffer, yet not our ob- 
ligation, nor any ſuch obligation as was ours, but 
an obligation of a different kind from ours, as 
hath ſeveral times upon occalion been faid betore, 

3+ The Author ſpeaks at random, and not to 
the purpoſe in hand, in that his inference, ſaying, 
There is in ſome ſence or other, guile: For as 
there are divers ſences of the word | Guilt | yea 
divers kinds of Guile [ Guilt of fault, and Guilt of, 
or obligation to puniſhment ] fo the Queſtion in 
hand is not , Whether Chriſt did not take upon him 
Guile in (ome ſence or other, nor whether he took 
upon him An obligation to puniſhment, but whe- 
ther he took upon him that kind of Guile at all, 
which is called Guilt of fa, or fault (4. e.) our 
deſerving to ſuffer, or due obligation to ſuffer what 
we by our fin had deſerved. 
4+ I conceive, That the Popiſh doQrine here 
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reflected onis this, viz. That'Believers are diſchar- 
ped from the guilt of kn, as to eternal puniſhment, 

y the ſatisfaftion of Chrift, yet not as to tempo- 
ral puniſhments, but by ſatisfaction made by them- 
ſelves 3 but whatever the Popiſh dodtrine bein this 
matter, I do utterly deny, that thoſe very Argu- 
ments, whereby we do overthrow that, or any 
other Dogmata of the Papiſts, do at all diſprove, 
what I my fclt with other of my Brethren, do in 
this conteſt, aſſert, viz, That Chriſt did undergo 
an obligation, to ſaffer the puniſhment, which we 
deſerved for our fins, without any undergoing, or 
taking upon him our guilt, or deferving thercof. 
And as to the diſtintion of Kemiſſio culpe and pe- 
ne, and alſo as to the common ſaying, Swblats 
culpa toliitur pana, 1 have twenty years ago plain- 
ly fpoken my thoughts, in the 10th. and 11th, 
Chapters of my Exercitation, conccrning the Na- 
ture of forgivenels of fin, and Iam ſtill ot the lame 
mind, asI have there expreſled it in oppotition to 
the Papiſis ( that I may not fay alſo in way of dif- 
ſent from fore of our own ) vis. That there is no 
luch thing as Kemiſſio culpe {_ Remilſion cf fault | 
in way of diſtin&ion from Remiſſio pxene | Remilh- 
on of the puniſhment | theſe two being one, and 
the ſelf fame thing, 

Theſe are all the paſſages, relating to the-reci- 
procal Imputation ot ChrilitsRighteouſneſs unto us, 
and of our fins to him, which I have to reply unto, 
upon a due conſideration whereot, I ſubmit to the 
judgment of the learned and impartialReader,whe- 
ther it may not be truly ſaid of this Author,in thoſe 
words of Elibs, Job 35.16. That { as to the torelaid 
matters in debate |be bath multiplyed words with wu: 


knowledg (i.e.) the right knowledg of the nature of 


the things,he undertook to treat ot. 
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CHAP. XVIIL 


Reflections upon certain paſſages in Dy. ].Ow+ 


en's Book ſtyled ( Communion with God ) 
concerning Chriſt his being made ruddy in his 
own blood, Morally by the Imputation of fun ; 
and concerning that bleſſed Bartering and 
Exchange pretended by him, betwixt Be« 
lievers giving up their fins to Chriſt, and 
their ibine from him that Righteouſneſs, 
which he wrought for them. His obſcure, 
ambiguous, un-Scriptural phraſes reproved, 
and his miſtakes therein ( according to obut- 
ous conſtruttion) deteifed An Objettion 
anſwered, wherein a two-fold Taking or Re« 
cerving of a thing is ſpecified, and applyed to 
the purpoſe in hand. His miſtake in affirm- 
ing, that the Saints by giving up their fins 
to Chriſt, and taking from him his Righte» 
ouſneſfi, do fulfil the whole of that in 2 Cor. 
$.21, The falſhud of the reaſon aſſerted by 
the Door, why thoſe, who ſaid, Lord, 
Lord, were diſappointed in their expetFati- 
on, inſtead whereof, the true reaſon or t64- 
ſons are aſſigned. That for ſinners to plead 
their repentance and duties, is not to barter 
with themſelves only, to take Chriſts work 
out of his hand, and to aſcribe it to other 
things, or to ſay, their duties ſhall bear their 
iniquities (ascording 4s 4 Dr. Wa ravers 
[ "ms 
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the matter ) but it ts in very deed and in 
irue conſlrult ion, fo put the work of their 
being attally ſaved, into the hand of Chriſt, 
and to keep it there. The manner of a fin- 
ners Bartering with Chriſt laid open, if it 
mit fitly be ſo ftyled. 


Y work in the remainder of this Treatilc, 
NV will be for the moſt part im anſwering ot 
ach needful Queſtions, as are (fo many as at pre- 
Ent 1 cancall to mind ) incident to the ſubject in 
hand, which ſhall be dittin&tly propoſed and hand- 
led in the cnſuing Chapters. Only I ſnall defire 
the Reader to take notice ( now I have in a man- 
ner parted from Mr. F.) that what I have replycd 
to him, touching the Reciprocal Non-1mpuration 
of our fin to Chriſt, and of Chriſts Kightcouſncſs 
fo us, in their formal and cficntial nature, or 


othcrwile than in the curicd and blefled cftecs of 


the one and of the other, is alike ſubſcrvient for 
the refutation of fcvcral paſſages of Dr. 7. Oren, 
( a partaker with Mr. F. in ſcveral mittakes, and 
milmterpretations of the facrcd Scriptures, as will 
be manitcſted in ccrtain Chapters, towards the 
cloſc of this Treatiſe ) in his Book ſtyled, Com- 
munion with Ged, forac whercot I will here relate, 
and reply to, 

P.53- Chriſt was made rnddy (fays the DeRtor } 
in bs own blood two wa)'s me Naturaly, in the 
powring out of bis blood, Luk.22. 24. Joh.19. 34. 
2. Moraly, by the Imputation of ſin, whoſe colour i» 
red and crimſon, 2 Cor.5.21, 

P.221. The Saints make an Alinal commutation 


with the Lord Jeſus, as to their fins aud bis Kighte 
ouſueſ 
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Having ſaid, p.222. That they do lay down 
their fins atthe croſs of Chriſt, upon his ſhoulders, 
he proceeds to expreſs this Commuting of Belic- 
vers, their {ms with Chriſt, and his Righteouſneſs 
with them, in the following words, p.223. 

| Having thus by faith given up their ſins to Chriſt, 
and ſeen God laying them all on bim, they draw nigh, 
end take from him that Righteonſneſl, which be hath 
| wrought ont for them : So fulfilling the whole of that 
| of the Apoſile, 2 Cor.5. 21. He was made {in for 
| us, that we might become the Righteouſneſs of 
} 3 God in him. They confidey bim tendring bimſelf 
" 3} and bi Righteouſneſs, to be their Righteouſneſs before 


© } God; they take it, and accept of it, and compleat 
A this bleſſed bartering and exchange of faith. An- 
a ger, curſe, wrath, death, fin as to its guilt, be took, it 
ny all, and takes it all away — 

1s Anſw. As to one of the paſſages here recited, 1 
or | need not ſay much more, than what hath been al- 
ol ready faid in avſwer to Mr. F. wherein 1 have 
Or manifeſted what manner of guilt our Saviour took 
"mn, | upon him. I will only fay further, That Lhave 
nd | with acomplication of affeQtions ( grict and lad- 
vill neſs, with a mixture alſo of ſome nGenation and 
the { abhorrency ) taken notice of three or four things 
"mM - 


| In his expreſs words, 
at©, | 1+ I obſerve, That in his afſerting, that Chrift 
| was made red in his own blood, Morally by the 
OT) 5 Imputation of fin, whoſe colour is red and crimſon, 
tel he ſeems to fay with Mr. F. that Chriſt did take 
+ 344 ourlin upon him not only in the puniſhment, but 
alſo in the guilt thereof. This, 1 fay, ſeems to be 
his meaning, 
1. Becauſe the hainous nature or guilt of fin, is 
ſct forthin Scripture by the Metaphor here uled by 
im, of redacs. like to that of crimion or icar 
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2, Becauſe he ſays expreſly, not only that Chriſt 
took upon him Anger, Cuſc, Wrath, Death, but 
lin alſoas to its guilt 3 in which words, he makes 
the guilt of fin adiltin& thing from the puniſhment 
of it, which he cxpreſſcth in the four preceding 
words | Anger, Curie, Wrath, and Death. |] Now 
the contrary truth to this his meaning ( it indeed 
he did mean as he ſpake ) Ihave alrcady made 
known in my an{wer to Mr. F. and to the words 
of Biſl.op Andrews, Ch.5, 

2. I obſerve his canting phraſes ( laying down 
our ſins at the croſs ot Chriſt, upon his ſhoulders, 
Commuting, Exchanging, Bartering, By taith Gi- 
ving up our- fins to Chritt, and Taking from him 
his Rightcouſncls ) language obſcure, ambiguous, 
mott alicn trom the Scripture, more ht to delude, 
than to cdihic any common Reader or Hearer. And 
if any partial or lels intelligent perſon, ſhall be of- 
tended with the word -/ Canting) as in his appre- 
hcenftion Durus Sermo, a cenſure too harſh, 1 will 
for h15 ſatisfaCtion ſay as tolloweth : 

1. As for the DoCtor's expreſſion ( The Saints 
giving up their fins to Chritt by taith , Laying 
down their fins at his croſs, upon his ſhoulders ) 
I know no ſuch ſayings in Scripture 3 and 1 do 
therctorc judg, them tit to be rected, with words 
lixc thoſe of the Apoſtle in another caſe, The boly 
Scriptirres hav? no ſuch cuſtom ot ſpeaking, nor the 
Churches of God, 1 Cor.11.16. And I do judg thus 
the rathcr, becauſe the inſpired Scriptures were 
given of God, to be attended unto as the rule of 
our ſpeaking, in and about the concernments of 
our foul, and matters' of Religion, as well as of 
our thinking. 

2, A bad meaning of the phraſes is very obvi- 
ous 19 any common underſtanding, That Chriſt 
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did and will own our fins in the ſimple guilt there- 
of, or that our guilt of lin was imputed to him by 
God, and being thus tendred to Chriſt, laid by 
us at his croſs, on his ſhoulders, will be welcomed 
and accepted by him as an acceptable offering, or 
as a grateful prefent -; in which fond imagination 
we do wrong God and Chrift, and do out of mea- 
ſure flatter our (elves, as hath been already mani- 
teſted. 

3. The beſt conſtruftion, which can ( accor- 
ding to the utmoſt of my undcritanding Y make, 
of the (aid phraſes, is, That the Saints do verily 
believe, thar Chriſt did bear their fins in the de> 
ſerved puniſhment thereof. And if the Doctor's 
meaning was no more than this, I anſwer, 

1. We'may bclieve this as an undoubted truth, 
and yet not be Saints. An hiftorical faich (as it's 
Aually ſtyled) is not therefore neceſſarily a ſanti- 
ying or (aving faith. 

2, It was God himſelf, who did antecedently 
to our believing lay our [ms upon Chritt (ze.) in 
his ſuffering for them 3} but we dv no where read 
in Scripture, that the Saints by their faith do lay 
their fins upon him, althqugh it is moſt true, that 
every ſinner ought to make a penitent] conteſhon 
ot his ſin to God, with taith in Chrilt, who wes 
ſacrificed for them. 

3- The faid true conſtruction ( it that indeed 
was the DoQor's meaning, ) is a thing (© latent in 
his faid expreſſions, that without an Interpreter, 
could ſcarcely be found out. So that upon the 
hearing of ſuch uncouth phraſes, from the mouth 
of any Miniſter, well may the Auditors figh, Gy- 
ing in alluftion to that in Ezck,20. laft. 4b Lord 
Ged, doth not the Preacher fpeak, Parables 7 
2. As tor the Doctor's other expretfions ( The 
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Saints their taking from Chriſt that Righteouſaeſ, 
which be bath wrought out for them, and by ten- 
dring it to them, to be their Righteonſneſs before God) 
I ay of them much-what as I did of the former, 
viz, 

t. 1do not remember any ſuch exprels ſayings 
in Scripture, and 1 cannot therefore approve 
them as agrecable to the form of wholelome 
words. 

2. I ſee no reaſon, upon which in charity to 
preſume, that the Doctor had any good meaning 
in the ſaid phraſes (4. e.) that his particular mean- 
ing therein (for 1 jpadg him not for want Togo 
meaning in general, which a man may have both 
in ſpeaking falſly and doing wickedly, Job.16.2. ) 
was ſound and good : For it appcars by the cur- 
rent of his Book, That he would have fimners to 
believe, that that very Righteouſneſs, which Chrilt 
wrought for them, is in it ſelf tendred to them, 
and taken by them, and that it 15 in its eſſential 
nature imputed to them, and is their Rightcoulne(s 
before God, I (hall tothis purpoſe in this place, 
tranſcribe onely one paſſage out of his Book, 

. 200. 

Chrift, fays he, tenders bis Rigbteouſurfi to ſin- 
ners, declares the uſefulneſs and preciouſneſs thereof 
#0 their ſouls, ſtirs them up to a defire and valuation 
of it, and laſtly, effeliualy b:tows it on them, rec- 
kming it to them as theirs, that they (bould By it, 
and For it, and With it, be perfetily accepted wit! 
the Father. 

Scarce any thing can be more plainly (poken, a5 
well inthis, as in othcr paſſages of his Book (here- 


aftcr to be mentioned )) from whence to conclude, 


That he afſerrs Chriits Rightcouſnc(s it (elt, or in 
it felf, tobe imputcd to finners, and that with the 
Luwpu- 
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_— of the very thing it (elf, they are juſti- Pardon 
fied or accepted with God 3 the error of which of fin in 
imagination I have already diſcovered, and hall = or 
ſpeak ſomewhat more of in Ch.35, whereiol will deing in 
manifeit, that although hguratively ( #. e. ) in-a truth a 
cauſal ſence , Chriſts Rightcouſneſs is a finners —_— 
Righteouſneſs before God, neverthelets ( to ſpeak _—_— 
properly) a ſinners perſonal Righteouſgels, which ns 
conliſts in his ſanRifcation and Remithon of lin, is may with 
his Righteouſneſs before God. In the mean while, it buldly 
I ſhall aſſert this tobe the plain truth of Scripture = Jo 
in this matter ( even as in effect hath been before ——_—— 
afſerted by me upon occahon ) viz. That be- appear- 
lieving linners are juſtitied before God, and accep- ance be- 
ted with him, By and For the Righteouſneſs of _ the 
Chriſt, as the mcritorious cauſe thereot, but not Jn, a 
With the Imputation of the thing it felt, or With Chrif. 
the Righteouſneſs of Chrilt in it (clt imputed to A Malefa- 
them, Gor with 


3- The beſt and only true conſtruction, that Oo = 
can poſſibly make of the aid un-Scriptural phralcs, ja þis 

is this, viz. That the Saints do take from Chriſt hand may 
his Righteouſneſs,or the Righteouſneſs he wrought boldly 
out for them, in the ſaving truits or cfteds thereot [ar his 
. | | 0" 0g in 
in which ſence a like phraſe is uſed, and was bes jj,e Gee. 
fore upon occaſion inftanc't in 2 Job.s. where, by 

the things which Believers had wrought, are not 

meant the very things themſclves, but the fruit or 

reward of them. But upon ſuppolition of this 


true ſence of the ſaid phraſe or phraſes, I muſt 


Ys 

1. That the Doctor and his Adhercnts, in this 
controverſie, concerning the Imputation of Chriſts 
Lighteouſncs, will not own, or content them- 
ſelves , with the bare truth of that conſiructi- 


On, 


G 4 2.Wer: 


(88) 
2. Were the faid conſirution the Doftor's true 
meaning, nevertheleſs I muſt needs fay, That his 
expreihon thereof is very un-ſ{criptural, and upon 
that account, not ſuch as becomes the Oracles of 
God : For it is not the manner of thoſe divine 
Oracles to ſay, That Believers do by faith take 
Chriſts Rightcouſneſs, in the ſaving fruit or effect 
of it, but that the bleſſed effet thereot Comes 
upon them z for which ſee Rom.5. 18. As by the 
offence of one, judgment Came upon all men to con- | 
demnation, ſo by the Righteouſneſs of One, the free | 
gift Came upon all men to the jultification of life ; 
and Rom.4. 9. Cometh tbis Bleſſedneſs pou the Cir- 
camciſion only, or —— 
Obj. 1 Pet.1. g. Believers being there ſaid to re- 

lAnſwe- eeive the end or reward ( for ſo the word || 1& 

oy oo frenifies, viz. both end and reward ) of their faith, 

brow is wot that all one, as to take it in the DoGlor's ſenr: 

werd of the phraſe bere uſed by bim 7 

(gnckeb) Anſw. No: For there is a two-fold takirg, or 


ber 14 bg receiving of a thing, viz. Ethical and Phyſical, 01 
like,a$ap- Active and Paſlive, as it may be htly cxpreſicd ; 


pears by the former implycs our duty, and is a taking, 01 
7]. 119.33 laying hold of a thing, by an aCt of faith or bclic v- 
2 . . ” 'E _ 3 | q * 
eV; n Ing, in which ſcnce it's taken in the Doctor's 
OT fe.” . , X 
mer place PPrale or exprethion 3 the latter umports our (clt- 
ir figri- City, and doth only imply our Having, Enjoying, 
_ an or our beirg, partakers of the thing, which we a1c 
wa Gap ſaid to rcccive, in which Phylical or Paflive fence 
E SUED © »& _ a a . - | 
aRewarg, If S faken in 1 Pet.1. 9. andin which ſence of the Þ 
word ( Receive ) we are faid to Receive cvil as 
well as good at Gods hand, Job.2. 10. and Kom, 
1.27. Receiving in themſelver that recompence of | 
their error, which was meet. Ard the word is ap- 
Ived to thinor as well as perſons, Heb.2.2, (Every 
þ, 
ranſgreſion Recewe F *= 
tranſgreſion Recejved @ jigt recompence of reward ) 
unleſs 
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unleſs by ſins there we underſtand finners, Every 
Tranſgreſſion (i. e.) every Tranſgreſſor received 
the abſtra& being put for the concrete, a thing in 
Scripture not unuſual, as circumcilion for circum- 
ciſed 3 the ſame word alſo being uſed in the ſame 
ſence ( Tranſgreſhons for Tranſgrefſors, as ſome 
think, Heb.g.15.) 

Briefly, In ſuch a ſence as Believers are faid to 
Receive a Kingdom , which cannot be ſhaken, 
Heb.1z. 28. they may truly be faid to Receive 
Chrifts Righteouſnebs ( i. e. ) to receive it in the 
benefit or truit thereof 3; which fruit in the hnal 
upſhor, is indeed the Kingdom it felt there ſpoken 
of, and by which reception, is not there mcant a 
Moral or Active Reception by the hand of faith, ar 
aCtion of believing (for it is not there commanded 
as a duty) buta Paſſive Reception ( it being there 
mentioned as the bleſſed fruit of a divine promile ) 
or Having it, as is the Apoſtles word, Kom.6. 22, 
Tou Have your fruit unto bolinefl, and the end ever- 
laſting life ; and Mat. 15. 27. What ſhall we Have 
therefore * To which our Saviour anſwers, v.29. 
Tou ſhall Receive an bundred-fold. — 

3. The third thing, which I obſerve in the 
Doctor's words, is his Vanity, in calling the laid 
Commuting with Chriſt (their fins with him,and 
his Rightcouſne(s with them ) A Bleſſed Bartering 
and Exchange : For Jeſus Chriſt doth nor like, nor 
did he ever make ofter of ſuch a bartering or ex- 
change, as ſeems here to be intended by the Do- 
Qor (4, e.) Chriſts raking to himſelf not only the 
puriſhment, but alſo the guilt of our ſins, and [ in 
the way of exchange | our taking from Chrilt his 
Righteouſneſs it ſelf. This 1 have alrcady mani- 
feſtcd 3 fo that although the Doctor hath in Gods 
name bleſſed ſach a Bartering, Commuting, Ex- 
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changing, nevertheleſs I may truly ſay, That lin- 
ners do no better than cheat themſelves, by ſuch 
vain imaginations and fancytul conceits. Where- 
upon that admonition of the Apoltle (Gal,6.7.) is 
in this caſe to be minded, Be wot deceived, God js 
wot mocked. Though in commuting, exchanging, 
bartering commodities one with another, we may 
deccive and be deceived one by another, yea al- 
though in the barter and exchange here Polen of, 
we may cozen and deccive our ſelves, yet God and 
Chriſt will not be {o mocked or deceiv'd. Never- 
thclels I do acknowledg, that there is a kind of 
giving and receiving betwixt Chriſt and a inner, 
which it any one liſt to call Bartering, may well 
and warrantably be ſtyled A Bleſſed Bartcring, and 
what this kind of Bartcring is, 1 will declare in mv 
reply to another paſſage of the Doctor's, by and by 
tobe recited, after 1 have intumated one thing more 
in his words fore-citcd, whcrem 

4. I obſcrve his miſtakes in ſaying, That by the 
ſaid Bartering, Belicvcrs do tulhl the whole of that 
of the Apoſtle, 2 Cor.5.21. For 

1. The Apoſtle by thole expreſſhons doth not 
mean ſuch a Commutation, Exchange, or Barter- 
ing, as aforcſaid, and it is a perverting ot that 
Text, to affix ſuch a ſence thereunto, as the Do- 
Qtor doth. 

2. Ic isnot true to ſay, That Bclievers by ought, 
that is, or can be done by them, do tulhl the whole 
of that Scripture 3 for it is God, who made Chrilt, 
and Chriſt, who made himſclt to be fin for us, and 
this alſo antecedently to our bclicving 3 it 15 not 


Bclicvers, who made him tobe tin for themielves, |} 


or for any others. Yea, as the Apolite faid in 


{ort 


another caſe, 2 Tim.2.13, (If we believe not, yet be 
abid:1b faithful ; be cannor deny himſelf ) in like 
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ſort may it here be truly faid, Al fianers 
believe not, yet God ever was, and flil} abiderh 
faithful to fulkl, or verifie the whole of that of 
the Apoſtle, ſaying (God made bins to be fin for aw, 
That we might be made—— ) together with hat in 

oh, 3. 16. and other the like ſayings in Scriptuse, 

God > loved the world, that be gave by only begos- 
ten Son, that whoſoever believeth in bim, ſhouls noe 
periſh, but have everlaſting life. } Our unbelict (as 
the Apoſtle fays elſewhere , Rom.3. 3- ) cannot 
make tbe faith of God without effeft (1.e,) cannet 
hinder the fulfilling of his Word. 

The Doftor having pronounced the ſaid Com- 
mutation, to be a bleſſed Bartering and Exchange, 
proceeds to tell us, how much Jeſus Chriſt 
is therewith honoured , faying in the fame 
Page, 

Many indeed cry, Lord, Lord, and make mention 
of bins, but bonowr him not at all, How ſo f They 
taks ba work out of bia band, and aſcribe it uo 
other things z their repent ance, their duties, ſhall bear 
their iniquitiesr. They do not ſay ſo, theydoſo. The 
Commutation they make, if they maky any, it i« with 
themſelver. All their Bartering abou# fin , is in 
and with their own ſouls, The work #bat Chrift came 
to do in the world, was to brar our iniquities, and 
lay down his life a ranſom for our fins. 

1- Although it be very true ( 2nd a fad truth it 
is) that many do cry, Lord, Lord, and do not 
honour him at all ( yea do diſhonour him in fo 
laying ) yct it is nolebs falſe to ſay, as the Door 
hath here ſaid in his anſwer to the Queftion, How 
ſo # For the reaſon is not, as hefays, Becauſe they 
take Chriſts work out of his hand, and aſcribe it to 
other things, their repentance, and duties 3 but 


. the true teafon or reaſors thereof are ſuch as theſe: 
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1. Becauſe perhaps they did never rightly un- 
derſtand the work, which Chriſt did put into their 
hand (#.e.) which he did impoſe upon them, in 
order to their enjoyment of ſalvation, through 
his ſufferings, and blood-ſhed. It is thus with too 
many, who do deceive themſelves in thinking, that 


a torm of godlineſs will ſufficiently ſerve for that 1 


end, although they deny the power thereot. 


2, Becauſe it they do know the work put into | 


their hands, or impoſed upon them for that end, 
yet they will not do it (i.e.) they will not fo be- 


 —_*—_— — 


heve, as to repent and convert, that they may be ? 


lavcd. 

3- Conſequently, becauſe they do aſcribe that 
to a jorm of godlinel(s, or to the bare proteiſion of 
Chriitianity, which through the mercy of God in 
Chriſt, is promuled only to the power and practice 
of Chriſtian Religion. The truth of what 1 have 
herein anſwered to the ſaid Queſtion ( How © ? ) 
and the falſhood of the Doctor's anſwer there» 
unto, is apparent by that very Scripture in Mat. 
742 Ne nn 

1. It is evidently falſe, that thoſe vain and 
empty Profeſſors, did commute only with them- 
ſelves, and would have no bartering with Chrift 3 
for that they would fain have commuted with 
Chriſt, is apparent by their clofing and (craping 
acquaintance with him , ſaying , Lord, Lord, or 
( to (peak inthe Doctor's phrale ) by laying down 
their ſins at bis croſs, upon his ſponlders, who had 
born their iniquities, Theſe words uttered by 
their own mouthes ( Lord, Lord ) do audibly 
ſpeak their preſuming upon Chriſt to fave them, 
or their making account, that Chriſt would barter 
with them. 

2. The truth of the rcafon or reaſons, p< 
OTC 


2th ali -—— <> @. <A 


70) 
(93) 


fore ſpecified by me, is moſt apperent.alſo : For 
they did riot repent, according as was their duty 
to have done, bur they did continue to be workers 
of iniquity, as our Saviour tells them to theix fa- 
ces, 2.23. and upon that account he bad then de» 
part from him, not upon any ſuch account as the 
Dodtor would have it , As if they would take 


| Chiiſts work out of his hands, and aſcribe it to 
{ their repentance ( which was impoſſible for them 


— --—.- ——— 


to do, who did not repent, except through elt- 


| deceit, in thinking they were penitent, whereas 


indeed they were not ) and would have no barter- 
ingwith him, but with their own duties, So that 
if wc will bclieve our Saviour Chriſt, we cannot 
bclicve what the Doctor hath faid, in anſwer to 
the faid Queſtion (How fo ? ) 

2, If thoſe carnal Protefſors had indeed repent- 
ed, and converted from their iniquities , They 
might well and warrantably have pleaded their re- 
pentance and converiion, as a title ( through the 
mercy ot God in Chriſt) tor their admittance in» 
tothe Kingdom of Heaven, faying, Lord, Lord, 
open wnto w; inftcad of faying ( Haſt not theu 
taught in our fireet, have not we eaten and drunk 
in thy preſence, in thy name caſt out devils---) they 
had been able to fay with David, I have kept thy 
Word, I have been upright before thee, and bave 
kept my ſelf from mine iniquity, or as Hezekyab, or 
Nebemiab, or St. Pawl ſaid of themielves, 2 Kg. 
20. 3. Neb.14. 22, 2 Tim. 4. 7. Chriſt would not 
doubtleſs have turn'd them going with that cut- 
ting word ( Depart from me ) but have fd tor 
their comfort, as to the good ſervant, Wel doe 
good and faithful ſervants : For thus to have plead- 
cd, was not to take any work proper to Chritt,out 
of Cliciſts hand, or toaſcribe ought, that was pe- 
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euliar to Chrift, to any other thing; which to 
have done, was far from thoſe Old Teſtament and 
New Teſtament Saints before-named. Did Da- 
vid in that faying (Lord ſave me; for Iam boly, PL. 
86.2.) renounce all bartering with Chrift, or take 
the work of his ſalvation out of Chrifts hands, or 
aſcribe that to his own perſonal holineſs, that was 
peculiar ro the perſon of Chriſt ? I trow not. Yea, 
tor profeſſed Chriſtians in ſuch fort to plead as 
aforeſaid, 'is in very deed to put the work of their 
falvation into the hands of Chriſt, who 2s he did 
by bearing, their iniquities, purchaſe their =_y 
faved, conditionally upon their return to G 

through him, by faith and repentance, fo he gives 
repentance to ſinners, that thereupon both he and 
they may be in a proximate, or moral capacity, he 
of pardoning and ſaving them, and they of being 
pardoned or faved by him. Bricfly then, the tin 
and folly of thoſe carnal Profeſſors was not, that 
they would not at all, or upon any terms Barter 
with Chriſt (only with themſelves) but that they 
would have bartered with Chriſt, with coyn not 
currant , or with counterfcit ware ( 7. &._) not 
with true repentance for fin in the name of Chriſt, 
and converſion from it, but with an outſide pro- 
teſhon of Chriſtianity, owning, Chriſt proteſſed]y 
as their Lord and Maſter, themſclves in the mean 
time being ſervants to, or workers of iniquity : 
For had they indeed parted from their ſins, they 
had never parted from Chriſt, nor would Chrift 
have refuſed commuting with them, but would 
have given them the benefit of his Righteouſneſs, 
m exchange for their parting, with their own un- 
rightcoufnels. And becauſe as our Saviour ſpeak- 
ing concerning the worſhipping of God in Spirit and 
m trath, ſays ( The Father ſeekgth ſuch to worſhip 
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bim ) fo Chrift himſelf ſeeketh ſuch Chaprien, as 
will forſake all their finful ways, that fo they may 
win him, and the benefit of his Righteouſneſs 3 1 
will therefore ſpeak a few words, whereby to drive 
the bargain betwixt the Saviour and the ſinner 3 
to which end my advice to every finner, is as fol 
loweth : 

1, If ever you mean to drive a ſaving bargain 
with Chriſt, or by bartering with him, gam the 
benefit of his Righteouſneſs, you muſt know the 
market-rate, or (to ſpeak in the language of Scrip- 
ture, Lake 14. 28.) Tow muſt fit down, andcount 
the coſt. And in the nameof the living God, Ibe- 
ſeech you to take heed of thinking, That it is c- 
nough for you tolay down your fins at the croſs of 
Chriſt, upon his ſhoulders, or to give up your fins 
to Chriſt in the guilt of them, which ſome uſe to 
call, An applying of Chriſt to our ſelves : For it 
this be all, I may well fay, in allufiog to thoſe 
words of our Saviour ( Mat.y. 47.) #hat do you 
more than others ? more than thoſe others, who 
{:id, Lord, Lord. 

2, You muſt rightly underſtand, what are the 
commodities, that Jeſus Chriſt doth offer or ex- 
poſe, and withal the true value and worth of chem, 
they being the fruits of his Righteouſneſs | Remil- 
lion of fin, Reconciliation with God, Redempri- 
on, Juſtification unto life, Everlatting falvation. | 
It is the office of Gods Miniſters, faithfully to ac- 
quaint ſinners, that although Chriſt hath done his 
work, in bearing the burden of their iniquities, in 
the puniſhment thercof, nevertheleſs there is a cer- 

tain burden or yoke of duty, to which every h1n- 
ner is to'fubmit his neck and ſhoulders, that would 
have the benche ot Chrilts ſufferings actually con- 
fcr'd npon him 3 which yoke and burden .( for 
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our comfort our Saviour aſſures us ) is eafie and 
light. 

3+ You muſt after a due deliberation, and count 
of the coſt, come toa tixed reſolution, to come up 
to the matket-price, and to bid no 'Icfs than Chrit 
doth demand : For it we mean to barter with him, 
we muſt not think to bring him down to our 
terms ( the wearing of his Livery, proteiſing his 
name, doing ſome more cheap, cahie, external du- 
ties-- ) but we muſt come up to his terms (i. e. ) 
we muſt deny our ſclves, take up our croſs and 
tollow him, as he hath from the beginning told 
us, Mat.16.24. For though we may cozen or cheat 
our elves, yet Chriſt will ncither cozen us, nor 
would he, that we ſhould be cozened by our ſelves, 
or by any others. 

4+ Let no mandeceive you with vain words, 
as if the doing according to the forelaid Reſoluti- 
on, were a bartcring with your ſelves, and not 
with Chriſt, or a takingof the work out of Chriſts 
hand, and aſcribing it to your own faithful per- 
formances : For this is but to do our own work 
under Chriſt, and by his helping grace 3 this is to 
be workers together with God 3 this is under 
Chriſt to do our own part, for the ſaving of our 
ſelves, which cvery tlinner muſt do, who expects 
tobe ſaved through Chriſt, As 2.40. 1Tim. 4.16, 
"Tis truc. as the Doctor ſays, That the work, 
which Chriſt came to do in the world, was tv 
bear our iniquitics, and to lay down his life a ran- 
ſom for our fins; but withal it concerns us all to 
remember, that we have a work or works to do, 
that the benctit ot that his ranſom and ſufferings 
may be ours, whereupon as to us they may not at 
haſt prove in vain, and we reproached, as thoſe 
who have rejetted, os fruſtrated the counſel of God 
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againſt onr ſelves, Luk.7. 30. Our only work is 
not to give up our fins to Chriſt, to lay them upon 
his ſhoulders, or to believe, that he hath born 
them. We can never barter, or commute with 
Chriſt meerly upon fuch terms. Nor let us re- 
gard ſuch vain words, as are here ſuggeſted by the 
Doctor, as it repenting for our fins, and doing our 
duty, that we may be ſaved by Chriit, were in 
effect to fay, Our repentance, our duties, ſhall 
bear our iniquitiess The truth is, in theſe four 
things, 

1. Whether we repent, or not repent, whe- 
ther we do, ornot do our duty, moſt undoubted- 
ly Chriſt hath born our iniquities. 

2, It Chriſt had not born our iniquitics, al- 
though we had done our duty in repenting, our 
repentance would have been to no ſaving purpoſe z 
tor we maſt ſtill our ſclves have born our iniquities 
notwithſtanding, 

3. Though Chriſt hath born our iniquities, ne- 
verthelels repentance tor fin, and converting there- 
tromto God in Chrift, arc our duties, and dutics 
ot ſuch indiſpenſable necetlity, that unleſs we do 
repent and be converted, we our (elves mutt bear 
our iniquitics in the eternal puniſhment there- 
of. 

4. To repent and to do our duty, that we may 
10t our {clves in this fort bear our iniquities, is not 
in any rational conltruction to fay, as the Doctor, 
it ſeems, doth interpret it, That our repentance 
and duties {hall bear our iniquitics. 

I have been the more copious in anſwer to the 
ſaid paſſages ot the DoCtor, thavT might preſerve, 
or reſcue the ſeuls of men, from being enlnared 
thereby : And although expect nothanks for my 
pains trom many, but contempt and deriſion ras 
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ther, nevertheleſs foraſmuch as I look upon the 
ſajd paſſages, as dangerous gins and ſnares, ſuited 
in their own nature to entangle ſinners, inftead of 
tending to their edification, in ought that is good, 
I ſhall not repent of this my work and labour of 
love. 

I will now proceed to the propoſal of ſuch uſc- 
ful Queſtions, as in the beginning of this Chapter, 
I intimated ſhould be the fubjzect of ſeveral the 
Chapters following. 


CRAP. Xx 13: 


In what ſence may ut be truly ſaid, That we are 
intere(], ea in Chriſts «Mer or Satisfaition, 
In auſwer hereunto it us ſaid, That three 
things may poſſibly be meant, by the eMerit 
or Satisfattion of Chriſt , which being di- 

ftinitly ſpecified, the © neſtion is accordingly 


determined. 


Oraſmuch as ſuch ſayings as theſe, are ordi- 

narily heard from the mouthes, and to be 
ſeen in the printed Sermons of many popular 
Preachers ( Believers are intereſſed in th: Merits of 
Chriſt, They may layclaim to bs Merits, Chriſts $a- 
#iefattion is theirs, They may challenge it as their 
ozyn--) and foraſmuch as ſuch ſayings, are” by the 
common fort of eHcarcrs and Readers ( not to 
mention any the Authors accuſtomed to ſuch 
words ) <ither not at all underſtood, or miſ-un- 


dcrliood 3 and indecd foraſmuch as ſuch ſayings do 
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need a due explication ; as well therefore to pra- 
mote the truth, as to prevent error, in the minds 
of people , | their mi{-conceptions, I will 
propoſe, and anſwer the following Queſti> 
ON. 

Queſt. In what ſence may it be truly ſaid, That 
we are intereſſed in Chriſt merit and ſatfaltion, or, 
That we may challenge, and lay claim therennto as 
Onrs ? 

Anſw. Although there hath been enough ſaid 
already, for a due reſolution of this, in the deter- 
mination of the third Queſtion, nevertheleſs for 
the more abundant fatisfation of any, who per- 
haps may need it, I will anſwer thercunto, as fol- 
loweth. 

There be three things, which poſſibly may 
be meant by the Merit and Satisfaction of 
Chriſt. 

1. Chriſts Righteouſneſs it ſelf, or his very do- 
ings and ſufferings themſelves, wherein his Righ- 
ecouſneſs did contitt. 

2. The valuablenefs, fatisfatorineſs, or meri- 
toriouſneſs of that his Righteouſneſs and Obedi- 
ence. 

3» The thing or things, which by Chriſts me- 
ritorious obedience were merited. Theſe three 
do differ in ſence and lignitication, as Ethcient, 
Efficiency, and Effet; The firſt ( Chrilts Righ- 
teouſne(s or Obedience) hath the nature of an Ef- 

ficient cauſe 3 The ſecond ( the fatisfaftorineſs of 
Chriſts Obedience) cf Cauſality z The third (the 
thing or things merited ) of an Efed fo cauſrd, 
Now when we ſay, that we arc interefied in 
Chriſts merit and fatisfa&tion, that they are Ours, 
that they are imputed to us, or beſtowed upon us, 


the words { Merit or Satisfaction } are to beun- 
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derftood in the third ſence of the words, and in 
neither of the two former ſences. It the Queſtion 
were thus formed or worded, What is the ſubjeRt 
of Chriſts merit or fatisfaction ? It is truly to be 
anſwered, 

1. As merit is taken in the ſecond fence, the 
ſubje& thereof ( I mean, Smwbjetium immediatum, 
ſeu inbefions ) is Chriſts merit or ſatisfaCtion, as 
taken in the firſt ſence of the words before ſpecih- 
ed : For the worthineſs (the Vis aptitudinalis) or 
aptitude of Chriſts Rightcouſne(s to merit or ſatis- 
he, hath to that his Righteouſneſs, the habitude 
of an Adjun&, even as the keennels of a Knife, or 
its aptitude to cut, hath to the Knite it felt the 
ſame kind of reſpeR. 

2. As merit or fatisfaftion is taken in the firſt 
ſence, yea alſo in the ſecond ſence of the words, as 
betore ſpecified, ſo Chriſt himſelt is the ſubject 
thereof, I mean, Subjeiium denominationis : In 
thele two fences, his Merit and SatistaCtion is tru- 
Iy his own Mcrit and SatistaCtion, and fo to be de- 
nominated, but not Ours , they being in the 
laid fences of the words Incommunicable to 
US, 

3. As Chriſts Merit or Satisfaction arc taken in 
the third ſence of the words betore-named, Belie- 
vCrs arc the ſubject thereot 3 tor they are the per- 
ſons, who have intercit in, or do partake of the 
ſaving fruits, cffeCts, or benchts thereot, or there- 
by purchaſed. Now in this only ſence (in my ap- 
prehenhtion } can Chrilts merit or ſatisfaction, be 
truly faid to be Ours, To be imputed to us, or bc- 
tiowed upon us, or we to have intercit in it, or 
( as is the uſual expreſſion of ſome Preachers ) to 
have it made over to us. 


Bricfly, In ſuch a ſence as Our Demerit may be 
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N aid to be Chriſts, fo his Merit may be faid 
n to be Ours. As the word | Merit ] fo the word 
_—n Demerit may poſſibly mean three things 3 
c 1. The evilact, or action of finning, 

2. The demeritorioulneſs, or delervingneſs 
i< ! of puniſhment, that doth neceffarily adhere to 
n, that evil ation. 

13 3. The puniſhment it (elf thereby deſerved. 
I- Now in the two former fences of the word, 
w |} a finners Demerit is his own and not Chrilis ; 
G= nor did Chriſt ever afſume to, or take upon 
le J himſelf our Demerit in any fuch fence, but on- 
4 ly in the third ſence of the word, as that word 
Ne doth import the puniſhment it felt, which we 


by our tins had merited or deſerved, 
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CHAP. A X. 


Q. To what profit would the Righteouſnefi of 


Chrift in it ſelf, imputed to the juſtification 
of a ſinner, be more than the Imputation of 
it in the benefit thereof ? Anſw. None at 
all, except that be « benefit, which the Fa- 
wiliſts do pretend unto, and which they call 
Our being Chrifled with Chriſt, The ſuf- 
frage of the wery learned Dr.Henry More, 
An Objefion anſwered, taken from the 
pretence of ſeveral benefits , which being 
diſtinttly ſpecified in the following Chapters, 


are there manifeſted to be null and void. 


Queſt. FU I bono, To what purpoſe or profit, 

4 would the Kighteouſneſs of Chriſt impu- 
ted, or the imputation thereef (in the ſence bere diſ- 
owned ) to ths juſtification of a finner, be more than 
the imputation of it, in the benefit thereof unto bim, 
Viz. the remiſſion of his fin ? 

Anſw, None at all, fo far as 1 have been able, 
by all that 1 have heard or read hithcrunto, to 
comprehend : For what more doth a finner need, 
or canhe in rcaſon defire to recave from God, or 
is he capable of receiving from God through 
Chriſt, than a free and full pardon of all his fins, 
upon his faithful and penitential return to God in 
him? What more ſhould God do for a penitent 
and believing ſoul, than to be merciful to his tins, 
or to him a ſinner ( theſe are Scriptural expreih- 
ons of Gods pardoning mercy , Pſ.51. 1. Luk. 
18.13. Heb.S, 12.) for the Rightcouſnels fake of 
Chriſt, 
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Chriſt, or the meritoriouſneſs thereof ? Is there 
any thing beyond Heaven, that a believing finner, 
a ſanRitied foul, can defire ? And what is it, that 
can keepa ſinner out of the Kingdom of Heaven, 
but fin unpardoned ? Sin retained , doth indeed 
keep the gate of Heaven faſt ſhut againſt us, by the 
arm of the Almighty 3 but fm remitted, or the 
remiſſion of tin, makes thoſe everlaſting doors to 
fly open, even as that iron gate did to Peter of its 
ownaccord, A@.12.10. whereupon to every par- 
doned ſoul, there is an entrance miniftred abuu- 
dantly, into the everlaſting Kingdom of our Lord 
and Saviour Feſis Chrift, 1 know no bencht, that 
a ſinner is capable of receiving, by any imputati- 
on of Chriſts Rightcouſneſs, beyond what hath 
been faid, he doth, or ſhall enjoy, through the 
pardon of his fin, unleſs we ſhall account it a be- 
n*ht to be Chriſted with Chriſt 3 a benehe, which 
as I donot underſtand, ſo neither do I think it to 
have any exiſtence, otherwiſe than as of old, in 
the brains of Jacob Bebmen, and Henry Nicols, fo 
in thoſe their followers, ſtyled, The Tribe or Fa- 
mily of Love, who have inter'd Our being Chriſted 
with Chriſt, from ſuch an Imputation of Chriſts 
Rightcouſncls unto us, which being by many 0- 
thers unwarrantably aſſerted, is in this Treatiſe 
deſervedly diſclaimed and oppoſed. I do herecall 
to mind the words of the very learned Doctor 
Fienry More, very pertinent to the preſent pur- 
le, 

i preſcind it (ſays he) from remiſſion of ſin, 
through the ſacrifice of Chriſt on the Croſs, this phraſe 
Imputative Righteouſneſs, hath no ſignification at 
all, and that therefore there is no damage done to our 
Religion, if it be not accounted a diftin&d Article, 
from the Remiſſon of ſins in the blood of Chriſt : For 
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it cannot afford any true and uſeful ſence diſtinf 
there-from, nay I may ſay, apy tbat is not miſchie- 
wous and dangerow , and ſuch as tends to that 
lraibſom and peſtilential error of Antinomia- 
nilm. 

The premiſſes conſidered, there is juſt cauſe to 
conclude, that thoſe Miniſters, who without at- 
tcctation of new phraſes, and modes of ſpeaking, 
do love ſtill to utter iwonur abpy ( as is the Apo» 
{iles expreſſion, 1 Cor.14. 9.) intelligible fpeech, or 
( a5 our Tranſlation renders it ) words calic to be 
undcritood, TI mean, who do in plain down-right 
Scripturc-language,preach remiſſon of {in,through 
the blood, rightcouſne(s, or obedience of Chritt, 
do preach all that is truce, or truly comfortable in 
that doctrine, which in the Sermons and Writings 
FR doth go under the name of Chriſts impu- 
ted Rightcouſnels, 

Objc &. But do not the contr ary minded prete end, 
that Jui tfication, by the Impntation of Chriſts Kigh- 
zeonſneſs it ſelf to a ſmner, is a greater benefit, than 
remiſſion of ſin, and that alſo, which a ſinner, over 
and above the pardon « f bis fin, bath abſolute need 


of, in order to bis admittance into the Kingdom of 


treves f 

Auſr», 1 am not altogether ignorant, of what 
is to he purpoſe pretended by too too many of my 
Brethren, whoſe pretences I ſhall faithtully rclate, 
and becauſc I do judg them to be weak and gro und- 
leſs, 1 will endeavour to maniteſt the fame in the 
enſuing Chapters, 
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CUAL LES 


One benefit pretended by divers, That by Re- 
miſſion of fin, a ſuwney is freed from the pu- 
niſbment deſerved by hu fault but by Chriſts 
RighteouſmeſS imputed, he is freed from the 
fault it ſelf, the vanity of which pretence is 
diſcovered. Several Objeitions anſwered, 
wherein i ſhewen, That a ſinner may be dif- 
obliged from ſuffering, the puniſbment de- 
ſerved for his fault, and yet remain faulty 
ſtill ; and that it ts repugnant to the nature, 
as well as tothe Law of God, for God to re- 
pute 4 =” to be that, which he « not, or 
not to have committed thoſe faults, which he 
hath committed, That it « one thing for 
God to repute 4 perſon to be innocent, ana 
quite another to be dealt with reſpettively 
go impunity as innocent, In what ſence a 
Thief having made ſatisfattion for his theft, 
is in the ſence of the Law a Thief ſtill. The 
main ground of miſtake in this matter ſþeci- 

ed. 


1.1] T is pretended, that by remiſſion ot tin, the 
linner is freed trom the puniſhment deſerved 

by his fault, but by his juſtification , through 
Chriſis Righecouſnels imputed to him, he is freed 
from faultine(s, or the fault it (elf. To this pur- 
poſe faith Mr. Fobx Warner, in his Book ſtyled, 
Diatriba Fidei ju(tificantis qua juſtificantis, printed 
1 
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in the year 1657, the Book it (elf being chiefly 
written , in oppoſition to Dr. Hammond , Mr. 
Baxter, Mr. Woodbridge, and my (elf, as to ſeveral 
paſſages in my Exercitation, concerning the na- 
ture of forgiveneſs of ſin. 

His words, p.139. arethele ; Wheres pardon of 
fur doth take away Reatum parnz, juſtification drth 
conſtitute s man ſo righteous, a5 to takg away Reatum 
culpr. 

To the fame purpaſe I have read in another Au- 
thor, who ſays, That whereas remiſſion of ſin takes 
away the puniſhment, juſtification taker away the 
fault, ſo that the Law bath no power to pronounce us 
fanlty. So Mr. Anth. Burges of Jult. 2d. part, 
[+268 

As for the vanity oft this pretence, I have ſaid 
enough already, partly in this Treatiſe, and part- 
ly in the 4th. Chapter of my Exercitation, con- 
cerning the Nature of forgiveneſs of (in, and it 
need be, am ready to ſay rfiore, for the diſcovery 
thereot, And for the better underſtanding of the 
matter, let the difference betwixt Guilt of fault, 
and Guilt of puniſhment, be rightly underſtood, 
and (till remembred, viz. That theſe two dodiffter 
Stcut Meritum pane, and Obtigatio ad Inendum 
penam, in the former ſence he is guilty, who hath 
committed a fault, and thereby hath deſerved pu- 
niſhment, but in the latter ſence he only is guilty, 
that remains actually obliged to fuffer the puniſh- 
ment, which he by his fault had deſerved. Now 
( as I have faid before) as Chriſts Righteouſnels is 
no more, or otherwiſe imputcd toa inner, for his 

juſtification, than his pardon, fo alſo his juſtihca- 
tion doth tand him in no more ſtead than doth 
his pardon ; albcit Juſtification doth | even as Re- 
miſkon of fin ] take away the guilt of puniſhment, 
yet 
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yet it neither doth, nor can take away the guilt of 
fault, or faultine(s it elf, from the finner;, fothat 
albeit the Law cannot pronounce a hinner, who is 
juſtified, to beguilty, as a perſon aQually obliged 
to ſuffer for his fault, yet it may, and doth, and 
cannot otherwiſe chooſe but pronounce him faulty, 
or guilty of fault; yea the Law, inits expreſs pro- 
nouncing a perſon to be pardoned, juſtihed, ox not 
guilty ot puniſhment, doth implicitly pronounce 

im to be guilty of fault. So true are thoſe fay- 
ings, Qurd fatlum eft fieri infetium non poteſt, Ha- 
bere eripitur, habuiſſe nunquam, ita peccare ceſſat, 
peceaviſſe nunquam. Hereupon it was moſt truly 
laid by the Poct, 


—— Ne non peccarim, Mors quoq, non facier. 


But becauſe am well aſſured, that Mr. Warxer 
and Mr. Burgeſs are not alone in that their miſtake, 
as aforeſaid, 1 will therefore relate certain paſla- 
ges, which 1 have ſomewhere read , objected 
againſt the truth here ; and in the 4th. Chapter of 
my ſaid Exercitation aſſerted, and return anſwer 
thercunto, 

Object. Either in forgiving ſin, God muſt Pec- 
cantem non peccantem tacere, or elſe be doth ne- 
thing ? 

Anſw. 1. Ifthis be true, that God in forgiving 
lin, doth make a ſinner to be no finner, or of 
faulty not faulty, then there is no difference at all 
as to this particular, betwixt forgivene(s of fin and 
juſtification, ſeeing God in forgiving the kuaner, 
as well as in juſtifying him, doth make him no lun- 
ner (4, e.) not faulty, or culpable, 

Object. Gods taking off the obligation 10 puniſh» 
ment, i in order t0 bs making Peccantem non pec- 

calt- 
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cantem ( i.e. ) @ ſinner to be uo ſinner ? 

Anſw. 1 deny, that Gods taking off a ſinners 
obligation to puniſhment, is in = to any ſuch 
matter, as is here pretended : For his taking off a 
ſinners obligation to puniſhment, is in order to his 
non-infliting, or his actual taking off the puniſh- 
ment it {clf, in his appointed time. : 

2, It it were truly ſaid, that, Gods taking off a 
ſinners obligation to puniſhment, Were in order to 
his making of a perſon faulty not faulty, then the 
diffcrencc betwixt remiſſion ot fin and jaſtihcation, 
cannot be as is here pretended. 

Object. As long as a finner is faulty, be is ſtill 
obliged to puniſhment 7 

Anſw. Woe be to us, if this be truc. For if 
there be truth in that ſaying, we have all cauſe 
to ſay with the Diſciples, Who then can be 
ſaved ? 

z. Bc it known to ſinners, for their great Con- 
ſolation in Chriſt, that what is here objected, is a 
notorious miſtake 3 the very truth being this, viz. 
That a ſinner may be diſobliged from ſuffering the 
puniſhment deſerved by his fault, even when, and 
while he ſtands faulty, yea although to all cternj- 
ty he doth ſtand faulty; and in verydecd, every 
pardoned or juſtitied tinner ſhall fo ſtand before 
God, it bcing a thing ſimply impoſſible, but that 
he,who is pardoned or juſtihed by Gods tree grace, 
through the Redemption which is in Chriſt [eſus, 
ſhould remain faulty or culpable, as to his former 
{ins, even unto all eternity. 

ObjcR. It is not a contraditiion to ſay, A ſinner 
may become no ſinner in Gods account, or by Imputa- 
tion, that being done for bim, and made over t9 bim, 
which be ſhould have done bimſelf * 

Anſw. 1. Whereas the Scripture tells us, that 

Chriſt 
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Chriſt is our Mediator and Advocate with the F a- 
ther, this Objection ſuppoſeth him to have been 
our Mandatory, Proxie, or Delegatc , and that 
Chriſts doings were ſo done for us, and in ſuch a 
ſence made over to us, as that God imputes the 
very things done, or the very doing of the things 
themſelves unto us, the error of which imaginatt- 
on, I have already ſufficiently ( as 1 hope )) de- 
monltrated. 

2, As a perſon having lin'd, or committed a 
fault, is thereupon to be denominated a linner, 
even {o doth God till from thence forward ac- 
count of him , neither is it poſſible, that God 
ſhould upen any account whatſoever, repute him 
otherwiſe than as a perſon faulty : For look upon 
what account any one ſhall affirm, that God doth 
repute any ſuch perſon not faulty, he muſt upon 
the ſame account attribute to the All-ſeeing God a 
miſtaken judgment (3. e.) to repute a perſon to be 
ſuch a manner of perſon,as indeed he is not, or not 
to have committed the fault or taults, which in- 
deed he hath. 

3. As it is a contradiction for any one to fay, 
That what is done, was never done, © it is a no- 
torious untruth to fay, That God reputes a man 
not to have done the faults, which he hath done, 
or not to have thereby delcrved, what he hath 
deſerved. 

Object. What difference is there betwixt being 
imputed innocent, and dealt with as innocent * And 
if juſtified perſons be accounted innocent, then their 
faultineſs is dine away by Imputation ? 

Anſw. 1. There is a plain difference betwixt 
impated ( I think, the Objetor would or thould 
have Gid reputed ) innoccnt, and dealt with re- 
ſpeRtively to impunity, as innocent ; For the tor 
mss 
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mer doth imply, that the perſon is eſteemed to 
have committed no fault, and thereupon that he is 
juſtified by works, the latter doth imply, that 
although a perſon be a finner , yet his puniſh- 
ment is remitted, and that he is juſtified by free 
grace. 

2, Perſons that are juſtihed by grace, or with a 
Goſpel-kind of juſtification, are not accounted in- 
nocent ( for upon the account of innocency, they 
mult be juſtihed by works and not by grace _) and 
conſequently their faultineſs is not done away, by 
any imaginary imputation whatſoever. 

3+ It is one thing for God to repute a man In- 
nocent, and quite another thing for God to repute 
him As Ionocent : For, for God to repute a per- 
fon Innocent, is to repute him to have committed 
no fault ; but for God to repute a perſon As Inno- 
cent, is for God to pardon him, or not puniſh him 
tor his faults, but to dcal with him as one, who 
ncver committcd any. 

4+ Though I readily grant, that the faults of a 
perſon pardoned, or jultined, are done away, as 
tothe Non-imputation of guilt of puniſhment (in 
which reſpe&, their pardon or juſtitication is ity- 
Icd a Non-imputation of their faults to them, P/. 
32.2. 2 Cor.5.18. ) nevertheleſs I muſt ill deny, 
that the faultineſs of ſucha perſon is done away, 
and affirm the contrary, viz. That his faultinels, 
or his fin in the faultincſs thereof, is (till imputed 
to him ( 7. e. ) that he is ſtill reputed by God, to 
have done or committed a fault, and thereby to 
have deſerved puniſhment. 

Obje&. Though in juſtifying 4 ſinner, God dnth 
not Peccata non peccata faccre, yet be may Peccan- 
tem non peccantem facere ? 


Anſw, Becauſe God cannot do the former , 
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therefore he cannot do the latter : For Peccatum 
and Peccans being Conjagata, it doth neceſſarily 
follow, that whoſoever doth Peccantem non Pec- 
cantem facere, he muſt in order thereunto, Peces- 
tum non Peccatum facere ;, for that cannot be done 
without this : A man cannot of Peccans be made 
Non Peccans, till that his Peccatum be made Nox 
Peccatum, Peccatem muſt be undenominated Pec- 
catum, or denominated Nox Peceatum, before Pec- 
cans can poſſibly be undenominated Peccany, or 
denominated Nox Peccans, I conclude therefore, 
that in his pardoning or juſtifying a inner, God 
dorh not, yea cannot, do cither of the faid things, 
I ay, Cannot, becauſe it implyes a contradiction, 
(i, e.) to make one, that hath ſin'd, not to have 
lin'd, or that, which once was a fin, not to have 
heen a {ne 

ObjeR. A Thief baving made ſatisfatiion for bis 
fault, is in the ſence of the Law no longer @ Thief, 
or faulty as to theft, and ſo it is inthe caſe of a ſin- 
ners juſtification ? 

Anſw. 1. 1 readily both give and grant, that 
look how it is with a Thict, who by himſelf hath 
made legal fatisfaQtion for his fault, fo it is with a 
jaſtified tinner (I fay not, who hath made fatisfa- 
ion for himſelf in or by Chriſt, but) for whom 
Chriſt hath made fatistation, and which fatisfa- 
ion as fo made by Chriſt, God hath accepted : 
And the caſe of both I judg to be this, viz. That 
_— both of them do fill remain faulty, or 
Kei culpe, yet neither of them are Obligati ad pe 
nam (1.e.) actually obliged to fluffer the puniſh- 
ment deſerved by, or for their faults. 

2. Thoſe words ( A Thiet, that hath fatished 
tor his fault, is in the {ence of the Law no longer a 


Thict ) are ambiguous; For as the word Thief 
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may ſignific two things, viz. One that hath ſiol- 
len, and one that is liable, or obliged to ſuffer for 
his theft, ſo the foreſaid words may lignihe, either 
that the Law cannot fay, That ſuch a one hath 
ſtollen, or, That ſuch a one is liable, or obnoxi- 
ous to be condemned. Now although the faid 
Thict, who hath made legal fatisfaQtion, be inthe 
ſence of the Law no longer a Thick, in the latter 
ſence of the word [Thief ] yet he ſtill is a Thiet in 
the former ſence ot the word, and ſhall be ſtill fo 
{enced by the Law, cven fo long till theft be no 
thcit, or the Law become never to have been a 
Law, or till that which is once done, ſhall become 
a thing, that ncver was done. 

Object. The faultineſ of the fin, and of the per- 
ſon from that tim, are two things, the ati of theft will 
be theft, but the perſon committing that, though once 
a Thief, yet having ſatisfied the Law, in the ſence of 
that Law is become no Thief ? 

Anſw. 1. This in part hath bcen alrcady an- 
[wered, in my reply to the Objection immediately 
torcgoing, whercin hath been declared, in what 
ſence of the word Thief, the faid perſon is in the 
tace of the Law looked upon as no Thief, and yet 
ſtill as a T hict ( 5. e. ) though not as one, who is 
obliged to ſuffer for his theft, yet as one, who hath 
ſtollen or committed thett. 

2, I dcny, that the faultineſs of the ſm, and of 
the perſon rcſulting from that tin, arc two things, 
(i.e.) two ſeparable things, as the ObjeCtor pre- 
tends : For there is not one faultineſs of the lin, 
and another of the perſon, nor can the faultineſs 
of theft, or of any other fin, be ſeparated from the 
perſon of him, who hath committed ſach fins 3 the 
taultineſs of ſuch fins, will in the ſimple faultineſs 
thereof, reſult upon the perſons of fuch linners, 
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{o long as Peccans and Peccatum, Furtum and Fu- 
rans are Commugata. 

3+ One ſpecial reaſon, why ſome do not per- 
ceive their miſtake in this pretended difference, be- 
twixt remiſſion of {in and puſtification ( they aſſert- 
ing remiſſion takes away the puniſhment, but juſti- 
fhcation the fault ) ſeems to be this, viz. Becauſe 
they do not diſcern, or mind the difference, be- 
twixt that two-fold guilt of ſin, which upon oc- 
cafion hath oft-times before been mentioned, and 
once at leaſt explicated | Guilt of fault, and of pu- 
niſhment | this being one main difference betwixt 
them, viz. That guilt of puniſhment is a thing ſc- 
parable from the finner, but the guilt of fault not 
ſo : For although it be moſt true, that fatisfaGtion 
being made for a fault ( which was the caſc here 
ſuppos'd ) the fault doth not Redxndare in perſo- 
nam ( 1. e, ) reſult upon the criminal, in the pu- 
niſhment thereof (this being the caſe of every par- 
doned, or juſtified linner ) nevertheleſs the Reatis 
ſimplex, faultine(s it felf ( this being a thing inſe- 
parable from the fin and inner _ doth till reſult 
upon him, and ſhall abide upon him, till ſuch cime 
as the forclaid contradictions can be verined , 
which will be Ad Grecas Calendss, ncither in this 
world, nor in the world to come. 

Thus havel anſwered to what I ever hitherto 
have read, touching the firſt grand beneht, which 
is pretended to be in a finners juſtification, by the 
Imputation of Chriſts Rightcouſnels unto him, 
over and above that, which doth conlilt in the Re- 
miſſion of his fin. I procecd to the mention ot 
another , which ſhall be che ſubje&t of the next 
Chapter. 
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CHAP. XX 11, 


Anather benefit pretended to be had Vf ru 
cation, _—_ Chriſts Righteouſneſs impur 
ted, over and above the pardon of our fins is, 
That remiſſion of fin doth take off 8 ſinners 
obligation to puniſhment, but juſtification by 
Chriſts Righteowſne f imputed, doth put hins 
into 4 ſtate of favour and acceptation with 
God, the vanity of which pretence u diſco» 
vered, The definition of Fu(tification, gi- 
ven by the late Aſſembly of Devines,in their 
leſſer Catechiſm explicated, ſo as to reconcile 
it with the truth of Scripture, though not 
from tautology. Three main grounds of the 
miſtake, in the difference here pretended, 
to be betwixt remiſſion of fin, and joffifes 
tion by the Imputation of Ghriſts Righteonſ- 
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2. A Second bencht pretended to be had by ju- 
{tihkcation, through Chriſts imputed Righ- 
tcouſneſs, over and above the pardon of our tins, 
is this, That remiſſion of fin doth take off a ſinners 
obligation to puniſnment , but juſtihcation puts 
him into a ſtate of favour and acceptation with 
God. 
To this pretence I reply, 
1. Furalmuch as the puniſhment of fin is priva- 
tive as well as politive, of loſs as well as of fence, 
( as are the common expreſſions ) and foraſmuch 


a5 the loſs, or privation of a finners tayour and ac- 
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teptance with God, is one part of that puniſh- 
ment, which is threatned for Gin it cannot there- 
fote be otherwiſe, bat that if the puniſhment of 
our fins, through a pardon be remitted, but chat 
our perſons ſhould be accepted, and reſtored into 
favour with Godi- To thispurpoſe it is obſerva- 
ble, that Reconciliation with God, and remiffon 
of lin, are uſed in Scripture as terms Synonimous, 
or of the ſame importance z reconciliation with 
God, being a part at leaſt of remitſion of fin 3 for 
proof whereof, ſee 2 Cor.$. 19. where Gods re» 
roxtiling the world to bimſcif, is faid to be his not 
impnting to them their trefpaſſer, which non-impu- 
tation is ( as hath been before-ſaid ) all one with 
remiſhon of fin. See alſo Heb. 2. 17. and g. 12. 
where we find it ty, be all one, for Chriſt to make 
reconciliation for ſinners, as to purchaſe remiſſion, 
or redemption for them, See Ad. 10. 43. with 
Rom.$.11. To receive remiffion of fin, and to re- 
ceive atonement or reconciliation with God, are 
there mentioned as the fame thin 

2. Idelire the Reader to contlider, whether, it 
a ſinner through the remiſſion of his fins, be not 
brought into an eſtate of favour and acceptation 


with God, the Pſalmitt had ſufficient ground to pqg1.32, 1, 


pronounce a finner bleſſed, upon the account of the 
forgiveneſs of his fins. Had not remiſſion of fin, 
in #s very nature, implyed the acceptation of our 
perſons with God, the P@almiſt would doubtleſs 
not have faid, as there he doth once and again, 
| Bleſſed is the man, whoſe iniquities are forgiven, 
and whoſe ſins are covered, and Bleſſed is the man, 
to whom the Lord imputeth no iniquny. | 

Queſt. Do net the late Af: mbly of Dromer, 
muke juſtification to be more than remiſſion of ſin, as 


ſeems by that deſcription of jutification, which un | 
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their leſſer Catechiſin, is by them deſcribed to be An 
all of Gods free grace, wherein be pardexeth all our 
fins, and accepteth us as vighteow in bis ſight, for the 
righteouſneſi of Chriſt imputed tow —— | 

Anſw.. 1; That God accepts us as. righteous, 
for the righteouſneſs fake of Chriſt, .is the truth of 
Scripture, and a truth worthy of all acceptation 3 
but that this is for the Rightcouſnels of Chriſt im- 
puted to us, no Scripture doth expreſly affirm, 
and foraſmuch as thoſe Divines do not explain the 
meaning of that their faying, 1 am willing tocon- 
firue it, in ſuch a ſence as agrees with the Scrip- 
tures, and as hath been opened in the third Chap- 
ter of this Treatiſe. 

2, Iam willing alſo to make ſuch a conſtruction 
of thoſe additional words, in, their deſcription of 
juſtification (And accepteth us as righteous in the 
light of God) as to reconcile them tothe truth of 
Scripture 3 and the beſt conſtruction, that poſl- 
bly (to my underſtanding) can be made thereof, 
Is this, viz. That thoſe words arc a meer tautolo- 
gY. Gods pardoning us,is all one with his clean(- 
ing us from all unrightcouſnels ; whereupon be it 
ſeriouſly conlidered, How God can be ſaid to 
cleanſe us from all unrightcouſnels, and not eo no- 
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mine, accept us in his fight as righteous : For there 


being ſins of omiſſion, as well as commiſſion, if 1 
God pardon the former, as wcll as the latter, he | 


muſt of neceſſity accept of our perſons as righte- 
ous 3 tor as by pardoning a ſinner his fins of com- 
miſhon, he accepts of him as a perſon, that hath 
done no evil, fo by pardoning him his f1ns of omiſ- 
lion, God accepts him as a perſon, that hath per- 
tormed all good, and what is this, but to accept 
him as righteous, politivcly righteous ? There 
needsno more therefore to rightcoulſnels, than par- 
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don of fin: For that which puts an offendor into 
ſuch a ſtate, as if he had broken the Law in no- 
thing, and had performed it in every thing, that 
doth neceſſarily. juſtific, or coaſtitute him righte- 
OUS. 

The. premiſſes conlidered, itdoth evidently ap- 

ar, That to ſay, By the remiſſion of our fins, 
God diſchargeth us from the puniſhment of them, 
and by juſtiheationhe accepts us as Righteous, is 
all one as to fay, That by remiſhon of tin God par- 
doneth, or diſchargeth us from our fins of Com- 
miſſion, and by Jultihcation he pardoneth, or dif- 
chargeth us from our fins of Omifſhon ; and how 
unreaſonable this aſſertion is, it's calic to-deter- 
mine. 

The main grounds of the difference in this Chap- 
ter, pretended t& be betwixet remiſhon ot fa and 
Juttihcation, ſeem to be theſe : 

1. Becauſe ſuch pretenders do not conlider, that 
there are {ins of Omiſhon, as well as of Commillt- 
on, and that whenſoever, or to whomloever God 
pardons the one, he pardons the other. 

2. Becauſe they fancy an Imputationof Chriſts 
Righteouſneſs to a ſinner, in or towards his juſtiti- 
cation, which is not towards, or'in order to his 
pardon 3 whereas it is the undoubted truth of 
Scripture, that Chriſts Rightcouſnels is no more, 
or otherwiſe imputed for, or in order to the one, 
than the other. 

3. Becauſe they fancy ſuch a kind of Imputation 
of Chrifts Rightcouſne(s, or that it is in ſuch a ſence 
imputed to a linner in his jaſtitication ( they ma- 
king it not the Me4/zm unto a linners rightcoufe 
neſs, but the very thing it {clt ) as is repugnant 
both to reaſon, and Scripture. 
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A third benefit pretended by a finners juſtifice- 
tien, through Chriſts imputed Righteonſuef, 
over and above remiſſion of fin is, That thi 
latter doth only free the ſinner from eternal 
death, but juſtification aoth moregver inti- 
the him to eternal life, the vanity of which 
pretence us diſcovered ; with an anſwey to 
what is objefFed to the contrary by My.Anth. 
Burges. An Anſwer alſo to the Yueſtion, | 
Whether believing ſinners are not _=_ by | 
Chriſt, unto « greater degree of felicity, | 
their juſtification through Chriſts Righteouſ- | 
neſs ( ſuppoſing the [mputation of it ) than 
wpon the bare ſcore of the forgiveneſs of their 
for ? The Contradiftions of Nr. Anth. 
Burges , in certain particulars inſftanc'd 
in. | 


Third bencfit ( much-what of affinity with | 

that in the foregoing Chapter ) pretended 

by a linners juſtification, through Chriſts imputed 
Rightcouſneſs, ower and above the Remiſſion of 
his ſins, is, That remiſſion of tin doth only free a | 
ſinner from eternal death , but juſtification doth | 
more (i.e. it entitles him to etcrnal lite. , 
To this I reply. That the thing here pretend- | 
ed, hath been indeed aflerted by ſeveral Writers 
and Preachcrs 3 but for the diſcovery of their mi- 
tt>ke therein, 1 nced not fay much more, than to 
dcluze the iwcader to rcfliett vpon what hath been 
al:cady 
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already ſaid, ſpecially in the foregoi ter, 
and withal toconſider, That are drow 
or forſciture of our title to life, is one part of the 
deſerved puniſhment of fin, it muſt needs follow, 
| that a ſinners deſerved puniſhment being remitted 
| through a pardon, he ws Ipſo fatio and co nomine, 
| reſtored unto that title to life eternal, which by 
| his fin he had loſt or forfeited. 1f a finner being 
on_ to loſe heaven, and to be caſt into hell fox 
his fin, ſhall be once pardoned, through the dif- 
ſolution of that his obligation, by a pardon he be- 
$ comes Is ftatx quo pris, he hath right to impuni- 
# ty of both kinds, 1 mean, to freedom from hell, 
$ and totheenjoyment of heaven. It the lols of the 
: 


enjoyment of God be puniſhment of its kind (cal- 
led therefore Pans damni) then doth pardon of tin 
$ reſtore right te that enjoyment of God, elle the 
| {inner is not fully pardoned, no more than juſtified, 

aS if a Traytor or Murderer be pardoned, yet muſt 
{ loſe his goods, he is then pardoned as tO his life 
| and lands, but not as to his goods. 90 thata fin- 

ner ſo far forth as he is pardoned, he is juſtihied, 
| therebeing no more in the juſtitication of an offen- 
| dor, than pardon of fin, as to the form, or tor- 
$ malnatureot the thing, 

I will ſpend this Chapter in anſwering ſuch Ar- 
guments, as I have ſcen alledged, for the ſtrength- 
ening of the ſaid vain pretence, and (hall begin 
with Mr. Anthony Burges, He faith in his Book 
of Juſtihcation, the ſccor.d part ; 

Objea. It follows not, where ll evil is remmed in 
; a ſubjeti capable, all good is introduced ( if a man 
ſhall not be damned, he muſt be ſaved ) for thaugh 
tbeſ: are inſeparable, yet this doth nvt follow x na- 
tura ret, but extrinſe: ally by the order and ap} Rt * 
ment of God, becauſe Cod might bave aelivered a fin 
| 4 ne 
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ner from hell, and yet bave annibilated bim, # # 
King may forgive a Malefatior by fpating bis life, 
and yet not admit bim for a Courtier, and make bim 
a Favourite. 

Is notAn- Anſs. 1. Although I grant , That hell-tor. 
nibilation ments are one thing, and the annihilating of a ſin- 
mores ncr is another, yet I muſt needs fay ,' That this 
=_ ord, learned Author, with certain others, do ſpeak at- 
this Au- ter a ſtrange ratc, or notion of pardon, who do 
thor , or ſpeak ot a perſon pardoned, or diſobliged from 
be in rev puniſhment, and yct will ſuppoſe him to be anni- 
ſon ſup ” hilated : For to ſuppoſe him to.be annihilated, is 
poſe a to luppole him not to be pardoned, but puniſhed, 
perlon and that (cvercly too. 

—_— 2. They, who ſay, That God might have fre- 
nibilated, £9 a finner from eternal death, and then by anni- 
he ac- Hilation have rendred him uncapable of cternal lite, 
know- do in plain conſequence fay, That God might 
40 Ia oye pardoned a tinner, and then have puniſhed 

um 


that par- : : 

don of 3» Though I yield theſe three things 3 

fin doth 1. That Annihilation is rather to be choſen, 
e ve . - 

_ than hell, That Preftat non eſſe, quam ſemper mi- 


mal =>. forum eſſe. 

that was That upon that account , a finner fect free 

- — bran?) and hell, and yet annihilated. may be faid to be 
pardoned in 4 diminutive ſence, thatis, to halves, 
or comparatively with himſclt, it hc had beencaſt 
into that lake, which burncth with fire and brim- 
llone for ever. 

3. That God in his ſoveraignty, or by vertuc 
of his abſolute dominion, or 4 priori, might, it he 
had fo pleaſed, have in ſuch fort pardoned a {inner 
to halves by annihilation. This Lyicld : For as it 
15 in Gods POWer to Parton A {1mner upon what 
terms, in what way, and at what time, fo alf 

how 


OS — _—_——_— — ww 


m 


(121) 
how far forth, or in what degrees it ſeemeth good 
to his divine wiſdom and plcalure. 

But theſe Conceſhons notwithſtanding , be it 
conſidered, That God hath in his Word revcaled 
his divine will and pleaſure in this point, viz. 
That he is ſo well pleaſed with the fatisfaQtion of 
his only begotten Son ( Jeſus Chriſt our Lord ) 
as to promile unto, and in due time to beſtow up- 
on believing ſinners, not a partial pardon, but a 
tull and plenary pardon of fin 3 and from this ple- 
nary pardon (o promiſed, according to Gods good 
pleature, it doth, I'fay, neceſſarily follow, T hat 
it a finncr be pardoned with that pardon, which 
the Goſpel promiſeth, and which alone is here in 
queſtion, he is Ipſo falto, reſtored into Gods fa- 
vour and fatherly acceptation, and entitled to lite 
eternal. 

The premiſſes conſidered, I infer theſe three or 
tour Concluſions : 

1- That upon the removal of eternal evil from 
a perſon, who is pardoned, eternal good is imme- 
diately introduced, by Gods order and appoint- 
ment. 

2. That to grant (as the Objetor here doth) 
that forgiveneſs of tin doth remove the eternal 
evil, is to yield thecauſe, and to acknowledg, that 
by Gods order and appointment, forgivenels of fin 
doth introduce cternal good, or a title to eternal 
life. 

3+ That if we do ſuppoſe a ſinner pardoned, 
to be only freed from hell, and then annihilated, 
we do even then, therein, and thercby, ſuppoſe 
him not pardoned according to the tenor oft the 
Goſpel, or with ſuch a plenary pardon as the Go- 
ſpel promileth and conſequently, that to argue 
attcr ſuch a rate, as is here argued, is to forfake, 
or 
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or to depart from the ſubje& of the Queſtion, a 
thing much unbeſeeming a cloſe Diſputane, ſuch 
as this Author was by many accounted. 

4 That it is a groundleſs imagination to think, 
as too too many do, who having tuſt unneceflarily 
diſtinguiſhed of Chriſts obedience, into aCtive and 
paſſive, do ſort them to ſeveral diſtin purpoſes, 
dogmatizing thereupon, That Chriſt by his pa(- 
live obedience, hath freed us from the guilt of eter- 
nal death, and by his aRive obedience, hath pro- 
cured us a title to eternal like, and That by for- 
rue of fin we have freedom from the one, and 

y Juſtification by Chriſts Rightcouſnels, we have 
title to the other. As particularly Dr.Owes ſpcaks, 
in his Book of Communion with God. And be- 
cauſe it is much to be defired , that Chriſtians 
would under rs Heghporm ( as is the Apo» 
ſtles prayer for the Philippians, Cb.1. 20. ) tuft 
try, and then approve or diſapprove, according 
to the different nature of things, my purpole is in 
certain Chapters of this Treatiſe, to expoſe to an 
impartial examination, what that Author hath 
dictated concerning this matter. 

In the mean while, I ſhall offtex two things to 
conlideration : 

1. Mr. Baxter (ays in thoſe ſheets, which he 
wrote in reference to Mr. Edw. Fowler's Book ſty- 
led (The deſign of Chriſtianity.) 

We believe, ſays he, p. 17. That Chriſfts habitu- 
al perfetiion, with bis Atiive Righteouſneſs, and his 
ſacrifice, or ſufferings, all ſet together and advanced 
in value, by th:ir conjunttion with bis Divine Kigh- 
reauſueſl, were the true moritorious procuring cauſe of 
oxr pardon, juſtification, ſanftiication ant ſalvation. 
| Not one part imputed to this efſſefi, and auotber to 
that, but all thus may" 1g up 1Ke m:ritorious cauſe of 
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| theſe effells, even of the Covenant, and. all its 
ts, 
He adds, ſaying ( and which is the main truth, 
which 1 do by this whole Treatiſe contend 


for) 

And thus Chrifts Kighteouſneſl is imported and gi- 
ven to ww, not immediately in it ſelf, byP#in the ef- 
feds and fruits; Ar aranſom is ſaid to be given to 8 
Captive, becauſe it is given For bim, though ſtritily 
the ranſom is given to another, and only the fruits of 
it to bim., 

This I take to be the Catholick Faith, in the 
Article before us. 

2. Be it conſidered, That there is no Medinm 
betwixt Life and Death, no middle condition ra- 
tionally imaginable betwixt theſe two. Hereu 
p on we may certainly conclude, That he who by 
the forgiveneſs of his ſins, is freed from eternal 
death, cannot otherwiſe but be conceived to have 
a right to life eternal. 

I proceed to anſwer certain other Arguments, 
objected from the Scriptures. 

Objet. The Apoſtle baving ſaid, that through As 13. 
Chriſt was preached to them the forgiveneſs of 39:39 
ſins, be adds, 4s a further priviledg or benefit, ſay- 
ing, And by him all that believe, are juſtihed. 

This is objetied ( if I do not miſ-remember ) in the 
ſaid Book fiyled Communion with God. 
4 Anſzw. t. The words being tranſlated out of the 
original, wn thus, Be it known unto you therefore 
Men and Brethren, that by this man forgiveneſs of 
fins i preached unto you, and from all things, from 
which you could not be juſtified by the Law of Moſes, 
this is the entire v. 3$, in the Greck, and then it 
follows v. 39. By bim every believing man is juſtilt- 
ea, The words being thus xendred, and an Em- 
phatis 
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phaſis laid upon xa? ( which is oft-times in Scrip- 
ture as much as even }) do clearly make the fame 
thing to be meant by Mxawwgzra, that is mtant by 
ap405 duagney, do clearly, I fay, make juſtifica- 
tion and remiſſion of lin to be the ſame thing, or of 
the ſelf ſame adequate importance, that implying 
no more priviledg or benehit than this. 

2, Read the words as we tind them tranſlated, 
and it is ſufficiently clear, that the words ( juſti- 
fication and remiſhon ) are but varied phraſes of 
one and the ſame thing, it being the manner of 
Scripture, frequently to nes the ſelf Game 
thing, by varied words and phraſcs. 

3. The faid Scripture, being alledged uſually 
for the proving, that juſtification doth denote a 
further priviledg than forgiveneſs of fin, cſpecial- 
Iy the Imputation of Chriſts ative obedience, muſt 
for that purpoſe thus be paraphraſed, Through this 
man is preached unto you the forgiveneſs of ſins, and 
by bim all that believe, have Chrifts altive obedience 
imputed to them from all things, from which you could 
not bave Chrifts atiive obedience imputed to” you by 
the Law of Moſes, Hereupon let any Reader judg, 
whether this Scripture makes for the purpoſe, for 
which it is alledged, whether by Dr. Owen, or 
any other of the adverſe Brethren in this contro- 
verlic, 

Some other ObjeCtions there are, but they are 
ſo weak, that no impartial or unprejudicate per- 
{fon will (I am moſt aſſured) be ſwayed by them 3 
and therefore having anſwered the moſt conſidera» 
ble, I ſhall let paſs the reſi. 

I ſhall now propound another Queſtion. 

Qucſt. Are not belizving ſinners reftored by Chrift 
wnto a greater degree of felicity, than Adam did 
loſe, or forfeit by bis fin, and are not Believers en- 


titled 
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titled to this greater degree of glory by their juſtifica- 
tion, through the Imputation of Chrifts Righteouſneft 
to them, and not upon the meer ſcore of the forgive- 
nefs of their fins ? 

Anſw. In anſwer hereunto, I will ſet down in 
the fuſt place, what the opinion of others is in this 
matter, and then ſpeak my own ſence. 

I. There be many, who as they judg, that Be- 
lievers are reſtored to a greater degree of felicity 
in this life, than Adam did enjoy in Paradiſe, 6 
alſo that they ſhall enjoy through the Imputation 
of Chriſts Righteouſneſs, a greater degree of hea- 
venly glory, than Adam ſhould have enjoyed up- 
on-his contirſuance in a ſtate of innocency. But 
there are others who think, that both of them are 
jultly queſtionable , and ſcarce proveable by the 
Scriptures, eſpecially the latter. 

2. There be others, aſſerting, That there is in 
the merits of Chriſt, not only Plenitnds ſufficiextie, 
but alſo redundantie, or that his fatisfation was 
ſuper-ſatisfa&tory ( not only Legalis juftitie, but 
allo Swper-legalts meriti (as are the expreſſions of 
the very learned Dr. Reynolds, Biſhop of Norwich, 
in ſome of his Sermons, if 1 do not miſ-remem- 
ber ) they, I ay, thus aſſerting, do yield, that 
Believers ſhall cnjoy through Chriſt, a greater de- 

gree of glory in heaven, than they loſt by the fall 
of Adam, or in him : But they fay, That they arc 
entitled unto this overplus of glory, not limply by 
vertue of the remiſſion of their ſins, or juſtihicatt- 
on (for this, fay they, dothonly reſtore them Ag 
ſtatum guq prius, to ſuch a degree of happincfs as 
they loſt in Adam,) but by v2rtuc of the ſuper-ad- 
ed grace of adoption 3, and of this opinion are 
thoſe two learncd Authors, Mr. 1##'. Bradſhaw, 
aud Mr. 7obx Coedwin;, and bow far torth Mr. 
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qual rage or and what his vpini- 
on more fully is, himſelf hath declared _ 
liar Section thereabout, in his Book againſt Cofvi- 
ww, if my memory do not fail me. 
2+ As for my own I conceive 3 


1- That as the loſs of Gods fatherly love and 
favour , and our becoming children of che de« 
vil, was one part of the puniſhment of mans 
fin. 


2. As thereupon it follows, That our adopti- 
on, or being reſtored into Gods fatherly love and 
favour, is one prime branch at leaſt of forgivene(s 
of ſin : - So conſequently, . 

3. That Believers are no otherwiſe entitled to 
that farther degree of glory, by vertue of their 
Adoption, than by vertuc of the remifſwon of their 
ſins3 and I do the rather conceive this to be the 
truth, becauſe whatever that higher degree of glo- 
ry here ſuppoſed is, I doubt wot, but the or 
miſs thereot is threatned, for fins commirted a- 
gainſt the Covenant of grace,together with a great- 
er degree of politive puniſhment, than was threat- 
ned to Adam, for breach of the Covenant of 
works. Now foraſmuch as _ Chrift hath by 
his catisfation, procured pardon for fins commit- 
ted explicitly againſt the New, as well as the Old 
Covenant (always excepted to final non-perform» 
ance of the conditions of that New Covenant, which 
are ſummarily comprehended in Repentance to- 
wards God, and Faith towards our Lord 
Chriſt) and foraſmuch as this pardon is promiſed, 
and vouchſafed to finners, upon their repentance 
and faith in Chriſt, it doth, as I think, neceſſarily 
follow, That what ſinner ſoever hath his fins (all 
his {ins againſt both Covenants ) pardoned , that 


pexion is immediately diſcharged, or freed not 
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only from that puniſhment, and loſs of favour, 
which. he did incur, and forfcit in Adem, but he 
&s moxeover ſet tree from that er degree of 
puniſhment, which is threatned for fins commit- 
ted againſt the Covenant of grace, and is-alſo by 
his pardon, entitled to that higher degree of glory 
and happineſs, which is fuppolcd ;to be promiſed 
in the ſame. But that he is entitled thereunto by 
his juſtification, with ſuch an Impuration of Chrifts 
Righteouſneſs, as is here pretended, 1ſce no rea- 
fon at all to acknowledg, and theretore I muſt 
ſill deny it, till I ſee it proved, adding withal, 
that as for the ſaid higher degree of heavenly glo- 
ry, ſuppoſed to be enjoyed by Believers for Chriſis 
fake, 1 think it to be a matter rather of curious, 
than neceſſary enquiry, wherein we are not to be 
ſolicitous of being wiſe above what is writ- 
ren. X 
I ſhall cloſe this Chapter with the words of Mr, 
Anth. Burger, the faid Author of the Tract con- 
cerning Juſtihcation (firſt part, p.143,144-) 

Remiſſion of fin ( ſays he ) is not only Ablativa 
mali, but alſo Collativa boni, it is not « meer ne- 
gation of puniſhment due to us, but alſo @ plentifud 
vouchſafing of many gracious favours tow, ſuch as 
Son-ſhip, andright to eternal life, 

Theſe words in his firſt Book concerning Juſti- 
hcation, when I compare with what he fays direct- 
ly and profefſedly contrary thereunto, in his (c- 
cond Book, which came torth ſome years after, 
which are theſe, p.26g. 

( Remiſſion of fin and juſtification differ in this 
conſideration, In forgiveneſs of fin there is Ablativ 
mali, in juſtification there is Collatio boni ; when 
fm is forgiven, the eternal evil deſerved is r 


but when we are juſtified, eternal good is provitfed. }., - - 
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When, I Gay,1 thoſe contradictory 
ſayings of the fame Author rogether , I call tg 
mind , what is faid to have been facetiouſly 
replyed in Parliament, to one Mr. Jordan, a 
Member thereof , upon his declared change of 
mind | What aileft thou, thox Jordan, that thou 
waſt driven back ? | What ail'd this Author, 
ſo plainly and palpably to contradict both the 
truth and himſelf? It ſeems , that that Greek 
Proverb ( Awrizz: gpornduc--Second thoughts are 
beſt ) is not always true. . 

There are certain other oma paſ- 
ſages in this Author , concerning the ſubjeQR, 
which I am now treating upon. 

He fays, p. 268. Wherexs remiſſion of fin doth 
only take away the guilt of fin, juſtification doth 
remove the fin it ſelf. 

But he faith, p. 432. Notwithſtanding the 
Imputation of Chrifſts attive obedience , God doth 
ſee the imperfeti graces and fins of his peo- 
ple. 

Again , Although it be this Author's pro» 
felled deſign in his Book (ſecond part) to main- 
tain the Imputation of Chriſts Righteouſneſs, 
in the ſence impugncd in this Treatiſe ( he 
making Juſtification to conſiſt of two integral 
parts, viz. Remifſion of fin, and Imputation of 
rightcouſneſs ) nevertheleſs he ſeems plainly to 
contradi& himſelf, and to yield the cauſe by 
me contended for in this Treatiſe , touching 
the manner of the Imputation of Chriſts Righ- 
teouſneſs, my aſſertion, as aforeſaid, being this, 
viz. That it is not in it ſelf immediately , or 
in its eſſential nature imputed to us, but in 
the bleſſed effe&ts, or benefits thereby purchaf- 
ed for us, and by God according to promile, 
confer'd on us. And 
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And he faith the fame, pag: 135, 136, 

None ſay , Chrifts obedrence it imputed wnto 
w in ſach a ſence, «s that we ſhould be ſaid to 
be the efficient! of that righteouſneſl, but that we 
ſhould be the paſſive ſubjeis , receiving the bent« 
fit of its 


CHAP. A.A1TV, 


Q. What are the evil Conſequents, which do 
naturally flow from the Imputation of Chriſts 
Righteoaſorf, in the ſence here impugned ? 
In anſwer hereunto, one miſchievous conſe+ 

wence is ſpecified, viz. That Chriſt is « ſon- 
| and the greateſt of ſinners. 


Queſt, HAT are the evil Conſequents 
W "4s ſrem neceſſarily to follow 


from that dofirine,tonching the Imputation of Chriſts 
Righteouſneſs unto w, inthe ſence which in this Treas 
tiſe is diſowned ? 

Anſw. Having in the foregoing Chapters mani- 
felted, that no good at all, over and above Re- 
miſſion of fin, doth, or can come of it, this Que- 
ſtion comes in very htly to be demanded, What 
are the evil conſcquents toit ? And if beſides the 
No goud, or pront, I ſhall be able to prove, that 
there are many miſchievous conſequences thereof, 
I hope, that thoſe who have eſpouled it, will no 
longer be enamour'd with it, but will be contertt- 
ed rather to give it a Bill of divorce, and fairly to 
dilmils it. | 
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Mr, Baxter faith, It js the beart and root of ſo 
many errors, yea of the whole body of Antinomia- 
niſm, that be would rather write a great volume 
againſt it, than leave it with a brief tonch, 
(Mir. Baxter's Confeſſion, p. 229. and p. 266.) 
That it is the root of many dangerous errors, very 
plainly ſubverting the Chriſtian Religion. 

And in thoſe tew ſheets, which he wrote in r6- 
ference to Mr, Edw. Fowler's Book , ſtyled , The 
Deſign of Chriſtianity, his words are, p12, 

It is not to be denied, or bid, that more than 
dowa-right Antinomians, have ſo ill expounded the 
points of Chriſt ſurctiſhip, and of the Imputation of 
our fin to bim, and of the Imputation of bis Righte- 
ouſneſſto us, as hath proved the great occaſion of ſome 
mens running into the contrary error, yea and as 
would exclude all pardon of fin, and all true Reli- 
gion, had their notions been prafiically and preva- 
lently beld. 

He names alſo ſeveral Authors, both of our own 
and forreign Churches ( Olevian, Urſin, Piſcator, 
Parew, Windeline, Camero, Witton, Gataker, Brad- 

Blank-— ) by whom their opinions 


great Fropitiation, p.92.93. faith thus 

on may ſee, bow contrary to reaſon ( as well as 
Scripture that way of theirs is, who bold , that 
Chritts fulfilling of, and Chrifts obedience #0 the 
Law is accounted, imputed, as if Believers bad ful- 
filled and obeyed the Law in bis ſo doing : Ton may 
bold the attive and paſſive Kighteouſueſs of Chriſt, 4 
ſatisfatiion to juitice, for our breach of the Law, both 
of them a valuable conſideration, on which God will 
ecquit the Offenders, ſo they do but perform the Go- 
ſpel-condutions ,, and Ican eaſily (lays he) a 
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all the Arguments I bave read, v0 exclude bis alljve 
obedience, from being Jarv of the ſatirfalling to ju- 


ftice, for the breach of the Law: Bat t© bold over 
and beſide ſuch a ſatisfattion for owr diſobedience, 
that there is made over to us a right to his obedience, 
ſo #s God to account ws, as if we bad obeyed the Law 
in bim, beſide the danger of making God account men 
a perfett as Chrift, and accounting, that which is 
not true, it is 

1, Altogetber needleſ}.—- 

2. It makes the death and ſufferings of Chrift 
needleſy,— 

3 It difſolver the Law, its obliging uw #0 obe- 
dience.-- 

I will inſtance in fone of the prime miſchievous 
conſequences, of the dodtrine here oppoled, which 
being cryed up by ſome Authors, as a Goſpel-my-, 
ſtery (a Myſtery of piety) will manifeſt ic to be in- 
deed A myery of iniquity. 

1. It follows from thence , That Chriſt was 
made a fmner, or That by Gods Imputatinn, and 
mans Reputation, Jelus Chriſt was the greateſt 
ſinner in the world. 

Mr. Eyre affirms the former, as hath been faid, 
the latter is aſſerted by Dr. Grew, in his late print» 
ed Sermons upon Jer.23.6. ( he quoting the Au- 
thority of Lather, for one branch of the aſſertion, 
touching Gods Imputation, and that Scripture in 
Mer. 15.28. touching mans Reputation) as if, be- 
cauſe he was reputed a tranſgreſſor by the unbe- 
lieving Jews, theretore it's to be concluded, that 
he was,or was to beſo reputed by all others. What 
Chriſtian cars can bear with the ſound of ſuch a 
ſaying as this, That by Imputation of God, Jeſus 
Chriſt was the greateſt ſinner in the world ? And 
how falſe is it coſay, That God did repute Jeſus 
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Chriſt to be otherwiſe, whether in life or death, 
than indeed he was (i.e.) A Lamb without fot and 
blemiſh, boly, barmleſs, undefiled, ſeparate from ſin- 
wers, as the Scriptures ſpeak of him? 2 Pet.r.1g, 
Heb,7.26. 

The truth is, if any ſuch ſaying hath dropt 
from the pen of Luther, it is not to be juſtihed, 
but tobe abhorr'd : For Chriſt by Imputation was 
no ſinner at all, nor ſo reputed, cither by God or 
man, except ſuch as did not know him, and who 
therefore hang'd him on the tree, 

As for the ſaid Dr. Grew, he fays indeed ( t 
23,24. ) That in this ſence only Chriſt was made 
{in for us, in that he took on him the obligation 
fo puniſhment : Where let two things be ob- 
ſerved, 

1, That the Doctor doth miſtake and miſ-re- 
port the true ſenſe of that Scripture , wherein 
Chriſt is aid to have been made tim for us, the true 
{ence whereof is ( as hath been already faid ) not 
that he was made fin it (elf, or fin at all for us, 
but a ſfin-offering, or a ſacrifice for (in. 

2, Be it obſerved, That the Doctor doth not 
ſay, that Chriſt took on him An obligation, but 
T he obligation to puniſhment 3 by which ſaying, 
he muſt rationally be underſtood to mean || Our 
obligation to puniſhment, or the ſame obligation, 
wherein, or whereby we tinners were bound to 
puniſhment. And it he had meant otherwiſe, his 
own reaſon and underſtanding would no more 


therChap- have ſuffered him, to approve that ſaying father- 
ter againft ed upon Lather, of Chriſt his being the greateſt 
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inner in the world by Imputation, than his ſto- 
mack would have ferved him to have caten his cx- 
CIEement3, 


CHAP, 


Qs 


(133) 
CHAP. XXYV, 


Another evil Conſequence of the Imputation of 
 Chriſts Righteouſnef,, in the ſence diſonn- 
ed, viz, That Believers are as perfetHly 
Righteous, as is Chriſt The Righteous, yea, 
that they are more Righteous, than if they 
had in their own perſons perfei#ly keps rhe 
whole Law, andthat they are as acceptable 
to God the Father, as is Chriſt himſelf. The 
falſbood and impiety of which ſayings at large 
manifeſted, and ſome Scriptures which are 
ſuberned to ſpeak againſt the truth, windica- 
ted. That man may be ſaid to be juſtified by 
the Righteouſnefp of another, and not by his 
own, three wayes, in the a—_— of 
which diſtinction it is plainly declared, in 
what ſence we are, and in what ſence we 
are not juſtified by the Righteouſneſs of ano- 
ther, and not by our own. Several unjuſti- 
fable and intolerable ſayings of Dy. Owen, 
in his Book ftyled, Communion with God, 
related, with brotherly and neceſſary ani» 
madverſions thereupon, 


2, og evil Conſequence of this dotine, 
is, That Believers are as pertely Righ- 

teous, as is Jeſus Chriſt the Righteous. 

This Conſequence is owned by divers, among 


whom I ſhall inſtance only in two or three Aus» 
thors 5 


K The 
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The firſt ſhall be Mr. Will. Eyre, who in his 
fore-cited Aſſze-Sermon, fays, p10. 
That upon Chriſt his becoming our Smrety, and 
taking our ſins upon bimſelf, ſumners are thereby 
mede as perfelily Righteow , 4 Chriſt the Righ- 


Fed. 

Nor doth he content himſelf only to ſay it, but 
he doth alſo wreſt that Scripture in 1 Job.3.7. to 
rove it 3 Ifay, wreſt that Scripture to prove it ; 
or that Text proves no ſuch thing, bat only this, 
viz. That he who doth righteouſmeſs, is born of 
him ( as is the exproflion, 1 Job.2.2g. ) that is, 
doth reſemble him, or is like him, as a child re» 
fembles the father who begat him. Yea, hedoth 
ble that his falſe doctrine With his ſubſequent 
prayer, therein taking Gods holy Name in vain, 
by laying, Now the good Lord open dll our eyes, to 
ſee the real and glorious excellency of this Priviledg, 
But while he doth thus prochim the Priviledg of 
the Saints, have we not cauſe toſay, That he hath 
forgotten that Prerogative of our Saviour, menti- 
oned by the Apoſile, Col.r, 18, itbeing his right 
to have the Prebeminence in all things ? Certainly 
vt. Peter's eyes were not opened to fer this as his 
priviledg, when he faid to our Saviour, Depart 
from me, for I am @ ſinful man, O Lord, for had 
he owned any ſuch glorious priviledg, or been 
ſenſible of the excellency thercof,, he would inall 
reaſon have mated his Lord and Maſicr (as I may 
fo fay ) or have ſet himſelf cheek by chole with 
him, and have faid, Abide by me, kcep not at 
diſtance from me for I am as perfectly Righte- 
ons, as thou art. The fame Author doth fur- 
ther amplihe and illuſirage the ſaid priviledg of the 

Saints, ſaying, p.12- 
This Priviledg is not only negative, but poſitive, 
as 
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4 they are uncloathed and To t of their own filthy 
garments ( Zech.3.4. ) ſo a are cloatbed upon 
with the immaculate robe of Chrifts Righteouſneſs, 
adequate and commenſurate to the Law of God ;, by 
the obedience of one (ſays the Apotle, Rom.5.19.) 
many are made righteous ( #, &. _) perfetily and 
compleatly righteous, more than if they had kept the 
Law in their own perſons; hereby we come to have 
boldneſs and confidence in the fight of God, bis infi- 
nite purity and holineſs doth not dannt, or diſcou- 
rage ws from going to him, for as Chriſt is before bim, 
ſo are all they that do believe in bim, through that 
Righteouſneſ; of bis, that is put upon them, ſee Eph. 
3-12. Kom.y.7. 

But the meaning of thoſe words ( By the 
obedience of one many are made Righteous ) is 
not as this Author expounds it ( perfealy and 
compleatly Righteous, more than if they had kept 
the Law in their own perſons }) but the meaning 
is, They are,for the meritoriouſnels ſake of Chrilts 
obedience, made Righteous, with another kind of 
Righteouſneſs, than is that, which doth conkiſt in 
their perſonal, perte& and compleat performance 
of the Law ot God, yea, with ſuch a kind of 
Righteouſneſs, as is not competible with it, wiz. 
with the pardon of their fins, or that kind of evan- 
gelical juſtihcation, which is ſtyled, The gitt of 
grace, v.15. and the free gift ot many offences to 
juſtihcation, 2.16. and the gift of Righteouſneſs, 
v.17. For finners to be made, or conſtituted 
Righteous, is in the ſence of the Apolile ( as ap- 
pears by the context ) to be juſtihed, out of the 
abundance of Gods grace in Chrift, or to be treely 
pardoned 3 which no perſons can be, or be ſaid to 
be, who are as perfetly and compleatly Righte- 
ous, as if they had kept the Law in their own 
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perſons: For thoſe who are as perfealy and con- 
pleatly righteous, and more righteous, than it 
they had kept the Law in their own perſons, are 
not jultihed of grace at all, or azc they capable of a 
gracious pardon. 

And as for the boldneſs and confidence, which 
the Apoile ſpeaks of in Epb.3. 12, and Kom.y.2, 
it is an holy boldneſs and confidence, grounded 
upon their pardon of tin and juſtification, through 
Gods grace in Chriſt (mentioned in the foregoing 
Paragraph) and not upon any ſuch miſ-conftructi- 
on. of the ſacred Scriptures, as this Author was 
ſo entreamly over-bold and conhdent to ſug- 
geſt. 

&s for And whether Believers may be truly, or fly 

that in ſaid to be cloathed with the Righteouſneſs of 

Z«<b.3-4. Chriſt, or to have Chriſts Rightcouineſs put upon 

the true | | | 

ſerce Chem, I ſhall ſpeak my thoughts more at Jarge in 
whereof a peculiar Chapter, and in anſwer to that Queition 
is bere purpoſcly put, Inthe mean whilc 1 ſhall preſume 

__—_ to ſlay, That it is not only falſe, but (as 1 amper- 

Will. Eyre, {waded,) blaſphemous to ſay, as doth this Author, 

1' ſhall - That as Chriſt is betore God, fo are all they that 

vindicate do þelicve in him, through his Rightcouſnels : 

om For Jeſus Chriſt is before God a Saviour of (in- 
in Ch.34 P15 and whercas Bclicvers in Chrilt arc betore 
in anſwer God linners ſtil] (7.e.) Ret culpe, guilty pcrions, 
fto Dr. andas ſuch (however pardoned) they do ſtill (tand 

I dy before God , and ſhall ſo ſtand to all cternity. 

" 5” like Chriſt is before God the Son of God by nature, 

ſorr pet- and Righteous without a pardon, whereas Belie- 

verred vers in Chriſt, are before God his ſons by the adop- 
allo, tion cf grace, and Righteous by, or with a graci- 
ous pardon, in the blood of Chriſt. 

The next to Mr, Eyre I will quote, is the Au- 
thor of the Book ſtyled, The Marrow of Moders 

Dirinity, who ſays, p.127-+ LE 
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That God the Father, in tbat voice from beaven, 
Mat.3.17. yen nn 4 doth cbear the bearts of 
poor ſinners, and greatly delight them with ſingular 
comfort, and beavenly ſweetneſi, aſſuring them, that 
whoſoever is married unto Chriſt, and ſo in bim by 
faith, be is as acceptable to God the Fatber, as Chrift 
bimſelf, according to that of the Apoſtle ( He hath 
made us acceptable in his beloved, Eph. 1.6. ) 
Wherefore if you would be acceptable to God, and 
be made bis dear child, then by faith cleave unto bis 
beloved Son Chrift, and bang about bir neck,, yea, 
and creep into bis boſom, and ſo ſhall the love 1, a- 
pour of God be as deeply infinnated into you, 4s it is 
into Chriſt bimfelf, and ſo ſhall God the Father, t0- 
gether with bis beloved Son, wholly poſſeſs you, and 
be poſſeſſed of you, and ſo God and Chrift and you, 
ſhall become One entire thing, according to Chrifts 
prayer, That they may be One in us, as thou and 
I are One, — 

I need fay little more to the words of this Au- 
thor, than was faid to thoſe of Mr. Will. Eyre, it 
being, enough for me to ſay to every Reader of 
theſe lines, as the High-Prieſt faid to the by-ſtand- 
crs at Chriſts arraignment ( he indeed cauſleſly, 
but 1 juſtly) Te bave beard their blaſphemy : Only I 
dctire the Reader to obſerve further 3 

1, How he doth wrong the Apolile, by bring- 
ing him in to abett him in his ſaid blaſphemy, I 
mcan, by allcdging that in Eph. 1. 6. as it che 
Apoſtle in faying, That God hath made the be- 
lieving Epheſians accepted in the Beloved, had 
ſaid, That they were as acceptable to God , as 
Chriſt himſelt 3 whereas it will appear, That the 
Apoltle did intend by that very exprethon, to inſt» 
nuate a peculiarity ot the Fathers Love, tothat his 
only begotten Son, who lay in his boſom from all 
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2. Obſerve, how like = canting Femilift he 
{peaks, in faying, That upon our hanging about 
Chriſts neck, and creeping into his bolom (i.e.) 
upon our believing.in Chriſt, God the Father, to- 
with his beloved Son, will wholly poſſeſs 
us, and be poſſeſſed of us, and fo God and Chriſt 
and we, ſhall become One Entire Thing, 

g. Obſerve, how notoriouſly he doth abuſe the 
words of our Saviours Prayer, and our Saviour 
Chriſt himſelf in them, as if m praying, That Bc+ 
Levers might be one, as the Father and he were 
one, he had requeſted, T hart they all may become 
One entire thing. To pray, That Believers may 
keep the unity of the fpirit in the bond of peace, 
that they may accord and continue uniformly in 
one feith and dodtrine, that this agreement of all, 
( God the Father, Son and Believers ) may be a 
powertul means of convincing the world, that Jc- 
ſus was the Chriſt, ſent by God--To pray, I fay, 
to this, or the like purpoſe, is this to pray, That 
God and Chrift and Believers, may become One 
entire thing ? 

Thus have I cited a ſecond Author, or Authors 
ſhould I fay? foraſmuch as there are fo many, 
who by their ſeveral Epiſtles do applaud the Di- 
vinity of his Book, no leſs than hve names. 

The third Author js brought to my hand by 
Mr. Sammel Rols (a zealous Aﬀerter of the Impu- 
tation of Chriſts Righteouſneſs, in the ſence here 
challenged ) in his late Book ftyled Prodromas, 
who informs me, that the words tollowing, arc 
the words of the moſt excellent Mr. Richard Hook- 
er, in his Eccleſiaſtical Polity, or in ſome of his 
Writings annexcd thereunto, p.4+ #ltas 38. 

But the Righteouſneſs, wherein we muſt be found, 
of we will be juſtified, is not our own, wberefore we 
04/1- 
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cannot be juſtified by any inberent quality. Tet 

even the, man, that is in bimſelf fall of fun, being 
fomnd in Chriſt byfaith, and having bis fin remitte 

through repentance, him God beboldeth with s gra- 


and accepteth bim in Teſus Chri(ft as perftUly e- 
our, as if be had fulfiled «ll that was commanded bins 
in the Law, ſpall T ſay, more perfelly righteow, 
than if bimſelf bad fulfilled the whole Law ? 1 muſt 
take beed what T ſay, but the Apoſtle ſaith, 2 Cor. 
5-21. That we might be made the ” 4 oY" 
ot God in him. Such we are in tt (x0! of 
God the Father, as is the very Son of God bim- 
ſeit. 

To this my reply is 3 

1, That Judaiſm, or a Judaical m—— oy oe 
is that Kightcouſneſs, which St. Pax doth call bis n OY 
own, and this in oppoſition to Chriſtianity, or the guſneſs, 
practical knowledg of Chriſt, wherein alone he nor be- 
did dclire to be found ; and therefore it doth not <avſe, ir 
follow trom thence, that a ſinner cannot be juſtih- — 
ed, or freed from condemnation , upon the he ſpake 
account ot any inherent Chriſtian grace , or thoſe 


ciow eye, putteth if bis fin, by not imputing it, 


graces. wore, 
2. A man may be ſaid to be juſtified by the — 

Rightcouſneſs of another, and not by his own, in was his at 

a three-told ſence : CA 
1. By way of merit. = EY 
2. By way of form. yore 
3+ Ey way ofa condition. Convert 


In the tirſt ſence it's moſt true, that the Righ- ro the 
tcoulſncls, by which we muſt be juſtified, is the faith cf 
Rightcouſncls of another ( even of Jeſus Chriſt Chriſt. 
the Righteous ) and not our own. 

2. But in both the other (ences, it isaltogether 


untrue -: For 
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!. That Righteouſneſs, by, or (tofpeak mort 
accurately) with which a ſinner is formally juſtifi- 
ed, or made righteous, is alwayes a mans own, 
viz. his pardon, or the remiſſion of his {ins. 

2. That Righteouſneſs, by which as a conditi- 
on of his diſcharge, a ſinner is juſtihed, is always 
his own, and not anothers, viz. His own faith. 

It's true indeed, that in reſpect of procurement, 
both theſe Righteouſneſſes ( with. and by which a 
ſinner is juſtihed ) are Chriſts, and in reſpe&t of 
collation , they are Gods, but in reſpect of poſ- 
ſion, or performance, they may be well faid to 
beour own Kightcouſneſs, they being treely given 
us of God, for the ſake of Chriſt, A&.y.31\ 

And that ſinners arc in this laſt ſence ,of the 
phraſe, juſtified by ſome inherent quality, br grace 
of their own, certainly Mr. Hooker would not de- 
ny,for he in that Citation ſaith, That it is through 
repentance, that our fins arc remitted 3 which is 
as much as to ſay, That by, or through repentance 
a ſinner is pardoned, juſtined, or not condemned 
by God. 

3. The Apoſtle in faying ( We are made the 
Righteouſneſs of God in Chrilt J) doth not fay ci- 
ther expreſly or conſtruftively, That we are made 
more perfc&ly righteous, than it our ſelves had 
fulhlled the whole Law 3 no more than he ſays the 
ſame thing, in Kom.5.19. which was for that pur- 
poſe alledged by Mr. W. Eyre, but to no purpoſe, 
as I have manitclicd. 

4. As for the cloling words (Such we are in the 
fight of Ged the Father, as is the very Son of God 
bimſelf ) 1 have ſaid cnough already, declaring, 
how ſuch ſayings are not to be uſtihed, but to be 
abominated , as moſt falſe, if not blaſphemous, 
there being nothing to be alledged for the excue 
thercot, 
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thereof, fave the innocent intention of the Au« 


thors, 
I will cloſe this 7 with a requeſt, That 


the foreſaid diſtinQion | touching the ſeveral ſen- 
ces, wherein a man may be faid to be juſtified b 
the Righteouſneſs of another, and not by his own 
may the rather be obſerved, becauſe it may ſerve 
for a two-fold purpoſe 

1. It may be ſubſervient to us, how to give a 
ready and fatisfaQory anſwer to that paſſage of Dr. 
Owen | with certain others | in his often cited 
Book, wherein he ſays, p.167. 

Chrift is made of God to the Saints Righteouſneſi, 
and they will own nothing elſe to that purpoſe. 

To this I anſwer : 

1. For Chriſt to be made of God Righteouſneſs 
to the Saints, is not for God to impute Chriſts 
Righteouſneſs immediately in it ſelf to them ( as 
the Do&or would have it, he ſaying to that pur- 
poſe as in other places, ſo p.110. That that per- 
tection of obedience, which we have in Chriſt, is 
imputed to us) but in the ſaving effects of it, ac» 
cording to that of the Apoſtle, 1 Cor.1.,30, He is 
of God made untow Wiſdom and Kighteouſneſi, and 
Santiification and Redemption (i. e.) he is cauſal- 
ly, efficiently, or effeQtually made all theſe unto 
us: And one would think. that this Doctor 
ſhould content himſelf with that fence of the 
phraſe | Chriſt his being made of God Righteouſ- 
neſs unto us | for he fays, p.104. That in the Co- 
venant God becomes our God, and we bis people, and 
thereby all bis Attributes are ours (i, e,) as tothe 
benefit of them, as el{c-where he interprets it, 

The Decor doth not fay, That upon cur be- 
ing in Covenant with God, Gods Attributes are 
imputed to ns, nor doth he barely and imply lay, 

Gods 
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Gods Attributes are ours 3 but he explicates that 
Gying in theſe words | that is, as tothe benefit of 
then ſo that there is juſt cauſe to think, thatthe 
DoQor of any man ſhould reſt ſatisfied with that 
explication, which othersdo give of ſuch phraſes, 
touching the manner of the Imputation of Chriſts 
Righteouſneſs, or its being made ours, they ſaying 
of Chriſts Righteouſneſs, as be ſays of Gods At- 
tributes. 

2. Though the Saints will own nothing, as the 
meritorious cauſe of their rightcouſnels, pardon, 
or juſtification, but the Rightcouſneſs of Chriſt, 
nevertheleſs they may, and ought to own evange- 
lical obedience (4. e.) their return to God in faith 
and repentance, as the condition, without which 
the ſaid ſaving effet, or benefit of Chrifts Righ- 
teoulneſs, hall not be theirs. 

Where ( by the way ) obſerve the unjuftiha- 
bleneſs of thoſe Antinomian ſayings of the Doctor, 

118, 

q That Chrift bimſelf is the Righteouſneſs, that be 
requires at our hands, And þp.166. It will one day 
oppear, that God abbors the janglings of men, about 
the place of their own works and obedience, in the 
buſmeſs of their acceptation with God. 

To thelc ſayings I reply 

1. Chriſt himſelf is our Rightcouſneſs, in ſuch 
a ſence as he is ſaid to be our Life (#. 6.) notina 
formal, but in a cauſal ſence, the predication in 
ſuch Propoſitions not being Formelis, or Eſſentia- 
ls, but Canſali, as is the manner of Logicians to 
exprels {uch matters, 

2. As itis not truly ſaid in a literal, but only in 
a tropical ſence, that Chrit himſelt is our Righ- 
teoulnels, fo it is not truc in any ſence (1 know) 


to ſay, That Chriſt himſelf is the Righteoulneſs, 
which 
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which he requires at our hands, neither do I re- 

member any ſuch ſaying in Scripture, but rather 

that Chrifts Righteouſneſs or Obedience , was 2 gow mary 

thing required at his hands, and not at ours. + ſputes 
3+ As Chrifts Righteouſneſs was a thing requi- hve *ec# 


red at his hands, fo it is apparent by the Scrip- — 


tures, that there is a perſonal evangelical Righte- 9g, 'p.166, 
ouſneſs required at our hands, in order to our ac- 167) bow 
ceptation with God , by, through , or for the #47 <- 
Righteouſneſs fake of Chriſt, and without which//in#ion 


evangelical Righteouſneſs , the unrightcous ſhall z,v mery 
net be accepted with Ged, Mat.y.20. and 25. laſt. bifts and 


I Cor.6.9. eviſions 
4+ It will one day appear, how God abhors the {=5ee _ 


vain janglings ( that I may not fay alſo the jug- Goceking 
lings ) of men, who not perceiving, or acknow- in ſome 
ledging the confiftency, or ſubordination of our piece or 
own perſonal Righteouſnebs to Chriſts, inthe buſi- 2%» * 
neſs of our accepration with God, would thruſt PR 
either of cher out of their proper place (7. &.) Ct- ther, thas 
ther Chriſts Rightcouſneſs out of the place, or of- ne» =«7 
hce of the alone meritorious cauſc, or our own pe re 
evangelical Righteouſneſs ( i.e. ) our return to by _— 
God by faith and repentance, trom the office or pears,that 
place of a condition of our acccptation. What th: Dotjor 
God faid to Cain (Gen.4.7. If then diſt well, ſhalt o_ _ 
thou not be accepted e) the ſame in effect doth God ale 
in his Gofpel ſay to every ſinner, If thou doſt well, ghedience 
(i, e,) If thoudolt believe in Chriſt, it thou doſt ro have a- 
repent and convert, thou (halt be accepted through _ 
Chriſt; if otherwiſe, fin lies at the door, and wal - who 8 
ooltruct thy acceptation with God. _—_— 
Again, Obſervefrom the premiſſes, the unrea- ther)' un 
ſonablencis of that other ſaying of the Doctor, ##9er 10 
p-215. where having quoted 1 Cor.1.30. he ſays, eons 


Net that Chriſt is this , or that part of our Ac yiil.God, 
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ceptation with God, but he is all, he is the whole, 

To this I anſwer, as the very truth is 3 

1. Although Chriſt be the whole, and ſole me- 
ritorious ns of our acceptation with God, yet 
he is not the whole, nor any the leaſt part of our 
acceptation it ſelf; For Chriſt being altogether a 
cauſe extrinſecal to our acceptation with God, he 
cannot poſſibly be any part of, or ingredient into 
the thing it ſelf : For this were to make Chriſt to 
be a cauſe intrinſecal toit, and conſequently cither 
the formal, or material cauſe thereof ( for theſe 
only are Canſe, or Partes Conſtitutive, which do 
Ingredi naturam rei ) neither of which he can be 
ſaid to be, but the meritorious caulc. 

2. As was afore ſaid, (oI ſay again, That in 
order to our acceptation with God, both Chriſt 
hath his part, and we have our part to act, both 
of them being ſeverally and joyntly athgned us of 
God. Sothat it by the whole of our acceptation 
with God, the Doctor doth mean, that Chriſt 
and his Rightcouſneſs, is all that God requires, in 
order to our acceptation with him, his ſaying is to 
be rejected as falſe, and a branch of Antinomien 
doQrine. 

2. I deſire, that the foreſaid diſtintion may 
the rather be obſerved, becauſe it may ſerve to dit- 
cover the maleyolence, or in-tincerity, or at leaſt 
(to ſpeak moſt favourably, and with the utmoſt of 
charity ) the ignorance of thole, who ſay, That 
the diſpute here is, Whether we are jultihed before 
the Juſtand Holy God, by our own rightcoulnels, 
or by the Righteouſne(s of a Mediator ? 

Theſe are the very words of the Author of the 
late Book ſtyled, || Anti-Sozzo z who ſhould cither 

" have had morc wit to know, or more grace to ac- 
, knowledg the contrary, viz, | 
That 
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That the Diftute between Proteſtant and Prote- 
ſtant is not, Whether finners be juſtified before God, 
by their own Righteouſneſi, or by the Righteouſneſi 
of Chrift our Mediator , but whether there be not al- 
ſo an evangelical Righteouſneſs ( conſiſting in @ re- 
turn to God by faith and repemance ) required of 
every finner, in order to bis being juſtified, for the 
ſake of Chrifts Mediatory Righteouſneſs, as the alone 
meritorious cauſe thereof. 

And this is that, which however ſome Prote- 
ſtants do diſpute, and ſeem to gainſay, yet others 
do not , but do profefſedly maintain amo 
whom [I ſhall inſtance in the late Aſſembly of Dt- 
vines, as appears by the Confeſſion of their Faith 
and Catechiſm ; they profeſling (Ch.15. Sefl.3. of 
their Confeſſion ) 

That altbough repentance be not to be reſted in 
8 ſatisfattion for fin, or any canſe of the pardon there- 
of, which is the ali of Gods free grace in Chrift, ne- 
vertheleſs it i« of ſuch neceſſity to all ſinners, that none 
may expect pardon without it. 

And as appears alſo by the expreſs anſwer, 
which they do infiru& every Catechumen to make 
gato this Queſtion | What doth God require of 
us, that we may eſcape his wrath and curſe due to 
us, by reaſon ot the tranſgrefſion of the Law ? ] 
the anſwer put into their mouths being this, 

That we may eſcape the wrath and curſe of God 
due tows, by reaſon of the tranſgreſſion of the Law, 
be requireth of ws repentance towards God, and faith 
toward owr Lord Jeſus Chriſt and 

I might alſo initance in the judgment of our 
own Church, touching the neceathty of a perſonal 
Righteouſneſs in finncrs, that ſothey may be julti- 
hed before God, through the Rightcouſnels of 
Chriſt, or tor his ſake ablolved from thejr fins. 

L E 
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This appears by the tenor of that diſcharge, 
or abſolution, which after the general Confeiti- 
on in the Liturgy , every Miniſter is in Gods 
Name, and as his Commiſhoner, to pronounce, 
faying, He pardoneth and abſolveth all them that 
do truly repent , and wherefore let ws be- 
ſeech him to grant w true repentance , and—— 
ſo that at the laſt we may come to bis eternal 
Jy, through Jeſus Chrift our Lord, 1 do well 
remember, that in the Scotch Liturgy , after 
the Petition , That God would grant uw true 
repentance , and his holy Spirit , the following 
words are inſertcd ( That we may receive from 
bim abſolution from all our fins ) which inſerti- 
on I never heard to have been challenged, by 
any of our Scottiſh Brethren, as holding forth 
any falſe, Popiſh, or un-Chriſtian doftrine, nor 
do I know. apy colour of reaſon for fuch an 
accuſation, or ſuſpicion, albeit 1 do well know, 
That to pray to God to grant unto us truc 
repentance, and his holy Spirit ( That we may 
receive from him abſfolution trom all our fins) 
is all one in efc&t, and the felt fame thing, 
as to pray to Ged to grant unto us thoſe re- 
queſts, That we may be juſtihed, or not con- 
demned, but eſcape wrath to come. 

But foraſmuch as Dr. O. is ſuch a profeſſed 
adverſary, to all manner of fct-Liturgies , for 
the carrying on of Gods publick Worſhip (as 
appears by what he hath written, p.296,297.) 
and foraſmuch as I do not know , ot what 
credit with him, an Aſſembly ot Divines at 
St. Peters-Weſtminſter, is more than a Convoca- 
tion at St. Paul;-London , or what contiderable 
valuation, he hath for cither of them, 1 will 
not thezclore urge him with the Authority of 
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either the one , of the other, nor indeed 
| with any other Authority , but what I am 
, moſt aſſured, he will own , and which indeed 
is all-ſufficient for my purpoſe , viz. The di- 
vine Authority of the Holy Scriptures. 
Having ended this Chapter, I (hall now pro- 
cced to ſpecitie the next evil Conſequence , of 
the faid Imputation here difowned , which 
ſhall be che ſubje&t of the Chapter next chlu- 


ing. 
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| Amother evil Conſequence of the Imputation of 
| Chrifts Righteeuſneſs, mm the ſence oppoſed, 

That God ſees no fin in the Saints, all their 
| ſins being covered from the ſight of God, by 
| their being clothed with the Righteouſneſs f 

Chriſt ; the falſity of which s diſcoverea, 
| and certain Scriptures vindicated from their 
| abuſe. A reply to Dy. Owen, who denies, 
That it will follow, from the ſaid Imputation 
| of Chriſts Kighteenſneſs to us, that we are 
a perſeitly righteois as Chriſt ts, 


$ 

A Nother evil Conſequence, of the ſaid Impu- 
tation of Chriſts Righteouſneſs to Believers, 
, in the ſence atorcfaid is, T hat God fees no lin ja 
: them, 

| This ſeems to be an unavoidable Conſequence 


I of the former 3 for if Believers are ag pestectly 
5. of | b. 2 righ-, 
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righteous as Chriſt the Righteous, and more per- 
fetly righteous, than if they had perfeQly kept 
the whole Law in their own perſons, and it they 
are in the ſight of God, as the very Son of God 
himſelf, then doth it follow, that God ſees no fin 
in them; for how can God ſee any hin in any per- 
ſon ſo pertely righteous ? 

And this is that Conſequent, which is owned 
by Mr. Wil, Eyre, in his Atfizc-Sermon before ci- 
ted, heſaying, p.11. 

The ſoul, that bath Chriſts Righteouſneſs put up- 
on him, by Gods gracious Imputation, bath all bis fins 
covered and hidden from the ſight of God, tbe eye of 
divine juſtice ſees not the leaſt ſpot of ſin (Eph.$.27-) 
or iniquity in thoſe, that are clothed with it, the 
Saints through bi death are preſented boly and un- 
blameable , and aireproveable in his ſight , Col. 
1.22, 

In anſwer hereunto, 1. 1 have in certain Chap- 
ters of my E xcrcitation, conccrning, the nature of 
forgiveneſs of tin, ſuggcited ſeveral Rules, for a 
due interpretation of thoſe Mctaphorical phraſes, 
whereby htracd of tin is expreſſed in Scrip- 
ture, ſuch as theſe (Gods covering our fins, blotting 
them out, cafting them bebind his back,, biding bis 
face from them—— ) whereby is not meant a bare 
intuitive fight in God, but Gods not ſeeing our 
lins, ſo as to condemn us for them, or that the 
Saints ſhall no more be! condemned for their fins, 
thanif God did not ſee them, than it they were 
blotted out, covered, or hid from his ſight. Sce 
Ch.;. and 4th. and 9th. 

2. As for thoſe fore-cited Scriptures, Epb.5.27. 
Col.1.22. they do indced prove partly what Be- 
hevers at preſent are, viz. That they arc ina pre- 
Jent ſtate of reconciliation with God ( reconciled, 
<a <8 Pars 
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pardoned, juſtified--) and pattly what at laſt they 
ſhall be, that is, That they ſhall be preſented per- 
fealy holy, as a ſpouſe in perfeRt beauty — But 
they do not prove, what Mr. Eyre doth infinuate, 
viz, That they are now fo preſented , or that 
God feces not the leaſt ſpot of &@, or iniquity in 
them. 

Queſt. Do not ſome deny this and the former evil 
Conſequence , of the ſaid Imputation of Chriſts 
Righteouſneſi ? 

Anſw. Yes: For {o indced Dr. Owen in his 
Book ſtyled, Communion with God, would ſeem 
todo z but with what ſucceſs, may appear by my 
Reply to that his anſwer, which he makes to an 
Objection , both which I ſhall rccite as I find 
them, p.187. 

Having aſſerted in the foregoing Pages, that 
Chriſts ative obedience is reckoned, or imputed 
to Believers ( miſ-alledging, and mif-interpret- 
ing for that purpoſe ſeveral Scriptures, Phil.3.9. 
2 Cor.5.2 1.) he objeteth againſt it, and anfwers 
to it in the words following : 

Obje&t. But if this be ſo, then are we #s Righte- 
ous 4s Chriſt himſelf, being Righteous with bis Kigh+ 
teonſneſs ? 

Anſw. But firſt here is a great difference, if it 
were no more, than that ths Kighteouſneſſ wa inbe« 
rent in Chrift, and properly bis own, it is only rec- 
honed and imputed to w, or freely beſtowed upon w, 
and we are made rightzou with that, which is not 
Ours. 

But ſecondly the truth ir, that Chriſt was not 
righteous with that Righteouſnefi for bimſelf, but for 
us, ſo that there can be no compariſon; only this we 
may ſay, We are righteow with bis Righteouſneſs, 
which be wrought for ws, and that compleatly, 
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To this Anſwer I reply 

1. That the difference here mentioned by the 
Doctor, and ſaid to be Great, is indced Small : 
For the difference is rather Modal, than Subſtan- 
tial, a difference rather Qucad Modum, than Buo- 
ad veritatem rei, 1 mean plainly , a difference 
about the manner, how Chriſts Rightcouſnels was 
his own, and how it is Ours : For he doth ac- 
knowledg, that the ſelf fame individual Righte- 
ouſneſs, which Chiiſt wrought for us , 1s Ours, 
the qply difterence being in the Modws, or manner, 
how it was His, and how Ours (7, e.) His pro- 
perly, inherently, or originally, Ours impropcr- 
ly, by Donation, Imputation, or at the fecond 
hand, 

2, As the ſaid differcnce is comparatively (mall, 
ſo it is nothing at all as to the matter in hand, or 
the purpoſe, for which it is allcdged : For not- 
withſtanding this Modal difference , it the fclt 
ſame individual Rightcouſncdls , which Chrilt 
wrought for us, be truly and ſubſtantially Ours, 
or in it {clit imputcd to us, it will follow from 
thence unavoidably ( as I think ) that we are as 
rightcous with Chriſts Rightcouſnels, as Chritt 
himſelf was with it. 

3- Although it be truc, that Chriſt was not 
rightcous with that Rightcouſncls for himiclt, but 
forus (5. e.) for our bchoot, and that we might 
reap the fruit and benehit of it 3 and although upon 
{uch a conſtruction of his Rightcouſncls, its being 
not for himſclf, bur for us, there can be no cons 
pariſon betwixt him and us ; neverthclels it the 
Doctor will allow us to fay (as indecd he doth) 
that we arc righteous with his Rightcouſneſs R 
which he wrought for us, and that compleatly, 
he muſl allow to others the compariſon Shoei 

: | which 
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which they make to themſelves, touching their 
being as perfeRtly righteous, as was Chrilt the 
Righteous, and that God ſees no ſm in them: For 
how ſhould God ſee fin in them, who are com- 
pleatly righteous with that Righteouſneſs, which 
Chriſt wrought for them, more than in Chriſt 
himſelf ? 

4. Though we forbear the compariſon , yet 
granting (as the Doctor doth) that we may ay 
politively, That we are righteous with his Righ- 
teouſneſs, which he wrought for us, and that 
compleatly, it will from thence neceſſarily follow, 
that God ſees no tin in us : For ſuppoſing Chriſts 
Righteouſneſs to be a compleat Righteouſnels , 
(which we cannot ſuppoſe, except we ſuppole it 
to be without the leaſt ſpot of fin) and ſuppoſing, 
that we 'are compleatly righteous, with that his 
ſpotleſs, finleſs Righteouſneſs, how it is poſſible 
for God to fee fin in us, I do not underſtand, or 
can PCerceive. 

Having been fo large in the foregoing Chapters, 
touching the evil Conſequences of the Imputation 
ot Chriſts Righteouſnels aſſerted in the ſence 
aforeſaid, I will be more brict in the reſt. 
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on, That it leaves no place for remiſſion of 
fin, in perſons made ſo compleatly righteous, 
with Chriſts Righteouſneſs, and that it doth 
utterly evertbrow the true nature of Goſpet- 
Toſtification, making the juſtification of 4 
ſinner to be quite another thing , and of 
another kind, than indeed it is, An Ob- 
jeftion anſwered, 


Another evil Conſequence of «for Imputat i- 


& -_ evil Conſequence of the faid Imputa- 
tion of Chriſts Righteouſneſs is, That it 
leaves-.no place for remiſſion of ſins, in perſons 
made compleatly righteous with it, 

It is certain, that God forgave Chriſt no fin : 
And the reaſon is obvious, bccauſe being perfely 
righteous, he had no (into be forgiven, according 
ro that of St. Jobn (1,3,5.) Andin bim is no ſn. 
Now it men be rightcous with the ſame linleſs 
Righteouſneſs, wherewith Chriſt was righteous, 
they have no tin to be pardoned, no more th:n be 
had. Whereas Remithon of fin, as it is a ſaving 
beneht which we all have necd of, and the great 
purchaſe of Chrifts blood, fo it is that, which 
Chriſt hath taught Believers daily to pray for, 
even after and notwithſtanding this Imputation of 
Chriſts Righteouſneſs unto them ( if any ſuch 
thing were ) except we will maintain, that our 
Saviour Chriſt compoſed that pattern of prayer, 
only tor the uſe of Inhdels and Unbelievers. 

Now to ask Gods mercy in the forgivencſs of 
our 


7 C153) 


our ſins, and yet to conceive our ſelves to be righ- 
teous, with the ſpotleſs Rightcoulnels of Chriſt, 
and this compleatly, is rather to mock, or difſem- 
ble with God, than ſeriouſly and in good carneſt to 
worſhip him, whom we pray unto. 

Briefly, The faid Imputation doth utterly 
overthrow the true nature of Goſpel- Juſtification, 
or the juſtihcation of a fhnner, which doth conſiſt 
in the remiſhon of his fins, as hath been already 
manifeſted : For a legal or perfe& Righteouſneſs, 
imputed toa perſon in the very formality thereof, 
doth not juſtine him by way of forgiveneſs of tins, 
but is of it felt intrinſecally and efſentially his jufti- 
hcation, and is ſuch a kind of juſtification, as with 
which forgiveneſs of {ns is not competible : For 
what need hath he, who hath a legal Righteoul- 
nels imputed to him, of forgiveneſs of fins, when- 
as ſuch a Righteouſneſs excludes all lin ? 

If it be objetied, That a mans fins are firſt forgi- 
ven bim, and then Chritts perfeti Rightzonſnefs is 
imputed to him, and ſo be is juſtified 7 

To this it hath been already anſwered 3 

I. That Chriſts Rightecuſneſs is no more, or 
otherwiſe imputed to a linner, in order to his ju- 
ltihcation, than in order to the remithon of his 
{10. 

2, Thata perſon, whois a ſinner, is capable of 
no other kind of juſtihcation, than that, which 
is by, or doth conliſt in the remiſhon of his 
lins. 

3. That if a mans fins be forgiven him, he hath 
no need of any Imputation, of any further Righte- 
ouſneſs for his juſtification : For when God hath 
given men thcir offences (according to that expre(- 
{ion of the Apoſtle, The free gift is of many offences 
nite juſtification) that is, hath forgiven them, Ls 
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hath fully juſtified them. The Apoſtle in that cx- 
preſſion | the gift of offences] alludes to that Me- 
taphor of debts, under which notion our Saviour 
ſpeaking of lin, did teach his Diſciples to pray for 
the forgiveneſs thereof, to give a debt, and to for- 
giveit, being all one, Mat.6.12. 

Laſtly, Whereas this ObjeCtion ſuppoſeth, that 
by the paſſe obedience of Chriſt, we have remiſ- 
dion of fin, and by the Imputation of the ative 
part of his obedience, we are juſtihed, as I have 
already diſproved it, and afſerted withal, that the 
whole obedience of Chriſt | God-man ] doth make 
up the meritorious cauſe ot all ſaving benetits be- 
ſtowed on us, ſoladd, It we will needs diſtinguiſh 
the cffe&ts of Chriſts active and pathve obedience, 
after that manner, I cannot perceive, that it is any 
ways reaſonable, to invert the order of theſe ct- 
fes, and diſpoſe of them thus Ad placitum, in a 
croſs method to their ſeveral cauſes producing 
them, which ſome Authors prefume to do, and 
in ſpecial Dr. Owen among, others. Chritt did 
net firſt dic, and then keep the Law for us, but 
he firſt kept the Law, and then ſuffered death for 
us. Theretore if we will needs make the Impus- * 
tation of the one, a diltin& beneht from the other, 
reaſon ( methinks) would, that that which is firſt 
purchaſed, ſhould be hrit beſtowed, or reccived, 
and conſequently, that Imputation of Rightcout- 
neſs, ſhould have a precedency in order, before 
remiſhon of 11n. 
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Another evil Conſequence of the ſaid Imputati- 
on, That it ſubverts the neceſſity of our re- 
pentance, in ordey to our ſalvation by Chrift, 
that the non-neceſſity thereof in Believers, 
hath been aſſerted by ſome. 


M R. Baxter having charged the opinion here 
impugned, as many ways {ubverting Chri- 
ſtian Religion, for proot of that charge, I ſhall 
ſuggeſt to conſideration, Whether in the conſe- 
quence thereof, it doth not ſubvert the neceſſity of 
repentance and new obedience, in order to a fin- 
ners (al vatien by Chrit. 

To this end be it conlidered, how the matter is 
obvious to be argued, e. g. If Adam had kept the 
Law, he had needed no repentance more, than 
Chriſt himſclt needed it: Now, it upon the Impu- = 
t:tion,of Chriſts Righteouſneſs unto us, in its cf- 
ſential nature, we may be faid to have kept the 
Law in Chriſt, as exa&tly and pertetly as he did, 
what need of repentance have we, or can we have, 
more than the tirſt, or the ſecond Adam, Chrilt 
Jeſus? For it the cxa&t and pertect obedience of 
Chriſt, be the ground and reaſon , why Chriſt 
himfelt needed no repentance, and this obedience 
in all the exaCtncls and pertection thereof, be as 
truly Ours by Imputation, as it was his, or as it 
could have been Ours by perſonal performance, 
how is it poſſible, that it being a ſufficient ground, 
of a non-neccſſity of repentance in the one, it 
ſhould not be the 1ame in the other ? Yea, if it be - 
true, 
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true, what hath been related, as owned by Mr. 
Wil. Eyre and Mr. $. Rols, viz. That through the 
Imputation of Chriſts Righteouſneſs, we are not 
only as perfeRly righteous, but alſo more perfe. 
ly righteous, than if we our ſelves had fultilled 
the whole Law, it muſt follow from thence ( in 
all reaſon I think ) that we have leſs need of re- 
pentance, than the firſt Adam ever had lince his 
creation. 

I have ſomewhere read ( the ſtory is told by 
Mr, Job Godwin ) that a certain Miniſter being 
preſſed with this Argument , was thereby con- 
ſtrained to acknowledg to him, That Believers be- 
ing perfeQAly righteous, n_ the ſaid Imputa- 
tion of Chriſts Righteouſneſs, have no need of re- 

ntance. 

And the ſelf fame thing was aſſerted by Dr. 
Criſþe, ReQtor of Brinkworth, near me, as I have 
heard it related from the mouthes of two ear-wit- 
nefſes ( \Mr. Tho. Baily , Miniſter of Minal, and 
Mr. Nicholas Proffet, Miniſter of Malborough, both 
of them Members of the late Aſſembly) and who 
gave me leave to publiſh it in Print (they profel- 
ling themſelves ready to atteſt the ſame.) 

The tory in ſhort ( for it is necdlef6 here to 
relate the circumſtances thereof, as to the time 
when, place whcre, and company among, whom, 
all which I did ſct down in writing ) is this 3 

The ſaid DoQtor being ſeriouſly, and not Pippr- 
tationis ergo (as himſelf proteſted) maintaining the 
ſaid aſſertion (That Believers have no need to re- 
pent of their fins) and being urged by them, with 
the example of David's repenting, for his horrid 
crimes of adultery and murder, heanſwered, That 
David did more, than he ovght to have done, he 
being not ſo fully and clearly acquainted with Go- 
ipel- 
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ſpel-Priviledges , as we now under the New 
Teſtament are. 

Thus we have heard the miſchievous Con- 
| ſequence , of the faid doctrine of Imputation, 
reſpeQively to fin paſt, and as for the conle- 
quence” thereof, xeſpeively to future duty, the 
next Chapter will diſcover. 
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CHAP. XXIMX. 


Anather evil Conſequence of the ſaid Imputati- 
on, That it overthrows the neceſſity of new 
obedience, in'order to « fuuners being ſaved 
by Chriſt ; Whence it #, that divers Au- 
thors, whereof ſome are named, do aſſert, 
That Chriſtians are not to ao any good duties, 
that they may be ſaved. Several paſſages 
to this purpoſe in Dr. Owen's Book ſtyled, 
( Communion with God ) related , with 
Animadver fions thereupon more at large, 


v 1 Hat the Gaid opinion overthrows the necelity 
of new obedience, in order to a linners fal- 
vation by Chriſt- It God doth impute a perfect 
tormal Righteouſneſs to men | fach as Chriſts was] 
what need can there be of perſonal holinefs, inor- 
der to impunity ? For in the faid caſe of Imputati- 
on, it muſt be ſuppoſed, that the rights and privi- 
ledges belonging to ſuch a Righteouſneſs, do ac- 
company it in the Imputation 3 ſo that the perſon, 
to whom ſuch Imputation is made, ſtands really , 
6 invetted 
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inveſied and poſſeſſed of them : For otherwiſe 
God gives husks, fhels, ſhadows, -and empty ti- 
tles, without the ſubſtance of benefit,. and true 
honour, 

Now one main Priviledg of a perfect, formal 
Righteouſneſs, is to inveſt with a full and entire 
right to life, even of its own intrinſecal and inhe- 
rent worth. 

Hereupon ſome Preachers do not ſtick to pro- 
fels and teach, that there is nothing neceſſary to be 
done by ſinners, That they may be ſaved by Chriſt; 
among, whom I have obſerved Mr. Thomas Shbep- 
heard, of New-England, in his Book ſtyled, The 
Sincere Convert, to be a prime one, he faying, 
That ſinners are not to do good duties (to repent and 
reform their finful ways) that they may be ſaved, 
but for other ends, and That the doing of good 
duties, that they may be ſaved, is the way to be 
damned. 

And ſome years ago, I heard a certain Miniſter, 
(eminent in the repute of the Vulgar, for one of 
the moſt able and evangelical Preachers in the 
whole County where he lived ) who preaching 
concerning, thoſe words of the Plalmiſt (P/.g 8.1.) 
and from thence having raiſcd this dotrine, which 
was the ſubjze&t of his whole Sermon, viz. That 
Feſus Chriſt hath done marvellow things, and got him- 
ſelf the vitiory ; he did in the Application thereof, 
intorm his Auditors in the hr{t place, That therc 
is nothing for the Saints to do ( meaning, as he 
did interpret himſelf) that the Saints have nothing 
at all to do for their ſalvation: And he did blame 
people tor thinking, That doing is the way to 
heaven, he only acknowledging, that we mult do 
good dutics, in the way of love and thanktulneſs 
© Chriſt, who hath done all tor us, and hath gor 
him 
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himſelf the victory. * But if it had been objeRted 
to this perſon, That we muſt not only fght, but 
through Gods help 'alfo in our own perſons, get 
the victory, if we think to be crowned (accord- 
ing to that in Rev.2.7.) and if it had been further 
on the other hand objeted, What need is there of 
the principles of Loveand Gratitude in the Saints, 
ſecingaccording to the doctrine of the Imputation 
of Chriſts Rightcouſneſs, here impugned, Love it 
ſelf, and Gratitude it ſelf, even the (elf fame Love 
and Gratitude, which was in the Son of God 
himſelf, as well as other his graces, or gracious 
aQtings, are reckoned to them, and are theirs by 
Impuration, in the very letter, formality, or ef- 
ſential nature thereof, If, I ſay, ſuch ObjeCtions 
had been put to the ſaid Preacher, would they 
not have put him to a ſtand, think we ? 

And whether Dr. Owen be not of the fame 
mind, with the two fore-named Authors in this 
point, viz. That we arc not todo good dutics for 
this end, that we may be faved, 1 ſhall leave the 
judgment thereot to the Reader, by the followi 
paſſage , which I ſhall immediately recite , Fo 
then animad vert upon. 


Dr. Owen, p.185. 


Chriſt yielded perfei obedience 10 the Law, but 
how did he do it ? Purely, as it ftood in that condi- 
tional, Do this,and live, He did it in the ftreagth 
of grace be bad received, He did it as a means of 
life, to procure life by it, as the tenor of a Covenant ? 
Are we then freed from this obedience ? Tes, but 
bow far ? From doing it in our own ſtrength, for do- 
ing it for this end, That we may cbrain I'fe & erlaſt- 
ing. It is vain, that ſome ſay confidently, that we 


(160) 
work for life. It is all one as to ſay, we are yet 
__ the old Covenant ; Fac hoc, & vivess, Ws 
are not freed from obedience, as 4 way of walking 
_ God, but we are 4s @ way of workjng to came 10 
im, 
Reply. 


1, The Doctor in ſaying, That Chriſt yielded 
perfe&t obedience to the Law, fcems to mean, 
That he did perfetly obey every Law of God, 
which we in our own perſony ſhould have obeyed z 
and I preſume, that he would be underſtood to 
mean thus , for he Gays often and expreſly, p.179+ 
That whatſoever was required of w by vertue of any 
Law, that Chriſt did, and fulfil'd. And if this 
be his meaning ( as it ſeems plainly tobe ) I muſt 
crave leave to gainlay, faying, That God did not 
require of Chriſt to 4 and tulh] whatloever was 
required of us, by vertue of any Law. There 
are things required of us, by vertue of divine Laws 
peculiar to us, and the doing whereot is inconl1- 
ſtent with the perſon of Chriſt, and office of his 
Mediatorſhip, and he did plainly retuſe, when he 
was upon earth, to do ſome things, which ſome 
of us are by the Law of God obliged to do, be- 
cauſe he was under no ſuch Law for the doing of 
them. 

2. The Doctor inſaying | That Chriſt yielded 
perfe& obedience to the Law, as it {tood in that 
conditional , Do this, and live | doth ſeem to 
mean, That the Law, to which Chriſt yielded 
perte& obedience, was the Law and Covenant of 
works, made with Adam, and that as ſuch he 
yiclded obedience thereunto, whercas the Law to 
which Chrilt yielded peric& obedience, was the 
Law of Mcdiatorſhip, and a Law in that r{pect 
p«culiar 
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_—_ to _— there being but one Mediator 
ixt God and man, the man Chriſt Jeſis. 

3- Whereas the Door ſays, That Chriſt 
yielded perfe&t obedience to the Law, as a Cove- 
nant of works, as a means of lite, to procure lite 
by it, as the tenor of a Covenant, I conceive no 
ſuch thing to be true, but that the truth is, That 
Jeſus Chriſt did yield perfect obedience to the Law 
of Mediatorſhip, or that ( to ſpeak in his own 
words.) he did finiſh the work,, which God gave him 
to do, as Mediator, whereby to purchaſe life tor 
us, according to the tenor of another Law or 
Covenant ( 17.8. ) the New Teſtament in his 
blood. 

4- Although Chriſt hath freed us from obedi- 
ence to the Law of works, as a Covenant of lite, 
and from obeying it for this end, that we may ob- 
tain life everlaſting, according to the tenor of that 
Covenant, nevertheleſs he hath not freed us from 
obeying the Law, or Covenant of grace for this 
end, that we may in fo doing obtain everlatting 
life. It is not vain ( as the Doctor cenſures ) 
that ſome ſay, confidently, but it is the very truth 
of Scripture, which all ſhould fay with the moſt 
aſſured confidence, That we muſt work , that ac- 
cording to the Law of grace we may bave life ? For 
Seek good and not evil, that ye may live, ſays the 
Prophet Amos, ch. 5. 14. Bleſſed are they that do 
bis Commandments, that they may have right to the 
rre* of life (i. c.) lite everlaſting, 

5. The Doctor's charge is notoriouſly falſe and 
groundleſs to fay, Thatto work tor lite, is all one 
as to Ys We are under the old Covenant, Fac 
boc, & vive. Is it all one to ſay, Do this (7. e.) 
periorm perfe&t and perpetual cbedience , that 

hou mailt live, as to lay, with St. Peter, Kepent 
M and 


Rev.23. 
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and be converted, that your fins may be blotted out ? 
Or to ſay with the Prophets Eſayand Jeremy, .Let 
the wicked forſake bis way, and the wnrighteou man 
bis thoughts, and return to the Lord--Elay 55. 78: 
And Jer.4.14. Waſh thine beart from wickedneff, 
that thow maiſt be ſaved ? Or to ſay with the Apo» 
ſile, So run, that ye may obtain ? obtain what ? 
what leſs, than life everlaſting, as appears by the 
Verſe following, wherein he interprets himſelt ? 
1 Cor.9.24,25, 

6. Walking is in truth working 3 our Chriſtian 
walking is our Chriſtian working, yea I will fay, 
it isour Chriſtian warring, hghting, running, wreſt- 
ling, doing like the Olympian Athlete, even all 
that belongs to the Champions of Chriſt, God, 
Angels and Men being ſpectators. All theſe are 
comprized under the Metaphorical and Scriptural 
phraſc of Walking with God, 

7. As our obedience is a way of walking with 
God, ſoit is a way of working tocome to him, 
nor are we more treed from obedience (evangeli- 
cal obedience ) as a way of working to come to 
God, than we are freed from it, as a way of 
walking with God. 

8. Evangelical working or obedience, as it is 
the way of walking with God, {© it is eo nomive, 
the way of coming to God, or that will (through 
the mercy uf God in Chriſt) bringusto God and 
as the means muſt be uſed, that by the uſe thereof 
we may obtain the end, fo arc we | as well in rea- 
ſon as in conſcience | to betrake our ſelves to the 
way ct walking with God, that therein, or there- 
by, we may be brought, or come to God. 

I proceed to the examination ot certain other 
paſſages to the ſame purpoſe, in the Doctor's fore- 
cited Buok, wherein hefays, p.244. 

There 
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There being an impoſſibility of obtaining life by 
the Law, we are exempeed from it 45 to any ſuch end, 
and that by tbe Righteauſneſs of Chriſt, Gal.3-21, 
22,23» 

To this I anſwer, By the Law in that Scripture 
is meant the Moſaical Law, by the perfe&t obedi- 
ence whereof, there was indeed an impoſlibility, 
tor any perſons of obtaining life, or juſtification un- 
to life : But this doth not prove, that there is any 
impoſſibility of obtaining life by the Law of the 
Golpel, or that we are exempted from it as to 
any fuch end. | 

2. It is the promiſe of God in Chriſt firſt made 
to Adam, Gen.g.15. and afterwards renewed to 
Abrabam, and which promiſe is ſpecified, v.16,17. 
by which ſinners are exempted from abſolutely 
perte&t obedicnce to any Law of God, to this end 
that they thereby may have lite, 

3+ Although by the Righteouſneſs of Chrift, What rhe 
(included in that promiſe ) tinners were exempt- Law of * 
ed from the faid perfe&t obedience to any Law, to _—_ or 
this cud that they may have life, nevertheleſs ſin- c,, you 
ners are not upon any account whatſoever, ex- do, the 
empted from tncere obedience, to this end that Law of 
they may have life, according to the tenor of the "Goſpel 
Goſpel-promiſe, wherein lite 15 promiſed to thoſe (through 


_s ? the mer 
and only thoſe, who pertorm the condition there- gf God 


of. Chriſt } 

The Doctor proceeds to fay in the following £9" do, 
(01,e.) the 

Page 245+ my 
condition 


There be Gibconites , outwardly attending the ;1.,.f 
family of God, that do the ſervice of bis houſe, as the being 
drudgery of their lives, the principle they yield obe- Kept, it 
dience _ #u a Spirit of Londage unto fear, Rom. > ave 
8.15« the rule they do it by, is the Law inits dread omg 
#1d rigour, exatiing it of them to the utmoſt, with- 
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out mercy and mitigation, the end they do it for, is 
to fly from the wrath to come, to pacifie conſcience, 
and ſeek righteouſneſs, a it were by the works of the 
Law.-— The Saints obedience is a free obedience, 
without fear, terror, bondage and conſtraint, they go 
forth unto all boly obedience in Chrift, 

Anſw. 1. What opinion the DoQtor hath of the 
Gibeonites, literally or properly fo called, I know 
not ; but certain 1 am, that he had no cauſe to uſe 
their name as here he doth, in the way of reproach 
and diſgrace, either becauſe they were Gibeoniter, 
or becauſe they did the mzaner fort of ſervices be- 
longing to the Tabernacle, one of the meaneſt 
whercot holy David did value at a high rate. 

2. It is againſt reaſon to ſay, that there are, or 
ever were any fuch Gibeonites, 1n that full chara- 
Ger, whcreby they are here deſcribed by the Do- 
Gor : For it ſinners apprehend no other rule of 
their atings, than the Law in its dread and rigor, 
cxaGting ot them to the uttermolſt, without mer- 
cy and mitigation, it is more rational to conceive, 
that they ſhuuld lye down in utter defpair, than 
todrudge or trudge to no purpole,, Otherwiſe I 
cannot perceive the ſence ot the Plalmiit's reafon- 
ing, he ſaying, There is mercy with thee , therefore 
halt thou be feared, Plal.130.4- 

3- They are not Gibeonites neceſſarily ( in the 
Doctor's diſgracctul fence } but they may be true 
Iſraelites, who do Gods ſervice, that they may 
eſcape wrath to come, and enjoy peace of conſci- 
ence here nor is any Chriſtian the leſs an Iſrae- 
lite, or in truth the leſs a Nathaneel, becauſe he 
{erves God upon account ot the reward promiſed 
thercunto, it having the promiſes both of tbe life 
that now is, and of that which is to come, 1 Tim. 
4. 8. 
4.The 
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is 4+ The DoRor doth ill to jumble things t oge- 
ce, | ther, as ſynonjimous and homogeneous , which 
he are excceding diſparate (I mean, the doing Gods 
ſervice as the drudgery of our lives, and the duing 
go | thercot for this end, to fly from the wrath to 
come) nor indeed are thele two things conliltent : 
he For thoſe, who do regard Gods ſervice as the aſſu- 
w red way, or means of eſcaping, wrath to come, and 
{c do accordingly ſerve God for that end, cannot in 
-h reaſon poſſibly be conceived to look upon, or ac- 
count Gods ſcrvice as the drudgery, but rather as 
&- the felicity of their lives, and in ſuch fort as St. 
N Paul did account of all his, both active and pathve 
ſervice of God in Chriſt, viz. no way comparable 
'r to the reward of eſcaping hell, and obtaining hca- 
b- ven, Kom.$.18, 

- 5. It is the Doctors crror to inlinuate,that they 
of who ſerve God for this end to fly wrath to come, 
do ſerve him upon the principle of that ſpirit of 
- bondage intended by the Apoſtle in Rom. 8. 15. 


i Yeaby his infinuating the ſaid Principle to be f1a- 
n viſh, baſe, or unlawful, he doth as much as mn 
I him lies, bring, the ſouls of men under a fpirit of 
- bondage, cautmng them to doubt of their being, 
Y ſervants of God, yea to accuſe themſelves as nonc 

of his ſervants, becauſe they ſerve him for this 
. end, to fly from wrath to come, and alſo provoking, 
p them to ſuch a manner of doing things, as being, 
not required by God in his word, is not part ©! 
true Religion , but mcer ſuperſtition , yea fuch 


things as are impoſſible in nature, as it we (houd 
| perſwade men to pat off humanity ,. or not to bc 
men. So that I may wcll {ay to thoſe Readers, or 
Hearers of the Doctor, who can ſwallow,applaud, 
or approve {uh ſayings as theſe in his Book, as vt» 
Paul aid of tic ſcduced Corinths, perverted by 
M3 thcis 
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their falſe Teachers, 2 Cor. 11. 20. ye ſuffer if 4 
man bring you into boudage, if a man devour you ; 
I may truly fay, That the yoke, which the Do- 
&or would here put upon the neck of Chriſts Diſ- 
ciples, is heavier than the yoke of Ceremonies, and 
ſuch as neither we, nor our Fathers, nor ſucceſſors, 
were, are, or ever ſhall be able to bear. 

6. Theobedience of the Saints may be a free 
obedience, although they do not go forth there- 
untoaltogether without fear, and terror and it's 
very ill done of this Author to infinuate the con- 
trary, Noah went forth with fear to the obedi- 
ence of God in building the Ark, which he did 
at Gods command , &, cwmnyplas (fays the Text) to 
or ſor the ſaving of himſeclt and family, Heb.11.7, 
And it js not to be doubtcd, but that tear (among 
other conliderations) did make David to run the 
way of Gods Commandments, Pſal.1 19.32. for 
what conſiruQtion otherwiſe can be made of his 
ſaying in the ſame Pſalm v.120. My fleſh trembleth 
for fear of thee, and I am afraid of thy judgments ? 
And ſo it did holy Job, as appears Job 
31-23, bo 

7. Judge Reader, whether it be not a great 
fault in the Door, fo to miſapply that Scripture 
Kom.g.32. and to pervert the ſenſe thereot, as to 
make a Chriſtians ſerving of God to fly from wrath 
to come,to be a ſecking tor righteouſneſs as it were 
by works of the Law : for to ſeek rightcouſnels by 
works of the Law, is to {cck julſithcation or falva- 
tion by the external obſervances of the Judaical 
Law, and conſequently in a wrong way ( oppolite 
to the true Goſpel-way of ſerving God) and not 
by faith in Chrilt, as the Apoſtle doth plainly in- 
terpret the matter in the felt ſame verſe, How 
unreaſonably therefore doth the Dectos here inhi- 
arc 


XUM 


7 (167) | 


finuate, That thoſe Chriſtians, who ek righte- 
ouſneſs by faith in Chriſt (the right Goſpel-way ) 
that is, do ſerve God and live Chriſtian lives, that 
they may be juſtified for the rightcouſnels fake of 
Chriſt, or be ſaved from wrath to come through 
his merits, that thoſe, I ſay, who do ſerve God 
like Chriſtians to that end, do take ſuch a fatal 
courſe, az thoſe Jews did, of whom the Apoſtle 
there ſpeaks, ſaying, That Jeſus Chriſt was a ftum- 
bling block to them, That they fell ſhort of at- 
taining the end,they aimed at(righteouſneſs, juſtiti- 
cation, ſalvation) becauſe they ſought this ſaving 
happine(s in a wrong way, and not by due means, 
(1.e.)) not by faith in Chriſt, or works ot the Go- 
{pel, but by external legal works, as inconſiſtent 
with the faith of Chriſt incarnate,as is Judaiſm and 
Chriſtianity. 

8, Foralmuch as the Doctor doth in expreſs 
words aſſert p.213. That God hath appointed, that 
bolineſs ſhall be the means, the way to that eternal 
life, which as in it ſelf and originally is bis gift by 
Feſus Chriſt, ſo with rezard to bis conſtitution of our 


obedience 4s the means of attaining it, 4 4 rte- The Do- 
Ahd again Ib. That it is the way ap- for ſays 


ward , 
pointed of God for ws to walk in, for the obtaining 


£ 


of ſalvation, Thele aſſertions of the Doctor I ſay, 


being conlidered , I muſt needs fay thele two ing isthe 


things : 
Firſt, I am not ablc to reconcile the Doctor 


with that forcfaid Preacher, who in his Sermon her 
upon P/al.g8.1. did reprove pcoplc tor thinking, Preacher 


That well-doing was the way to heaven. 


Yees {ly Nor am I able to reconcile the Do- 1* 2096 


@or with himſelf in his acknowledging holinels 
tob2 Gods appointed way and means ter th* ob- 
taining of ctcrnal happine(s, and yet making it the 
i 4 Part 
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part and property of a Gibeonite (7.#.) a thing re- 
provable, a flaviſh, or diſgraceful thing in a Chrj- 
ſtian to ſerve God to fly from wrath to come ; for 
what is it to fly, or eſcape from wrath to come, 
but to obtain ſalvation f And what therefore is it 
to ſerve or obey God to fly from wrath to come, 
but to ſerve God to obtain ſalvation ? and why 
ſhould we not take the way, or ule the means to 
obtain the end ? or why did God conſtitute fuch 
and ſuch things as means for ſuch and ſuch 
ends, but that , as by him they were appoint- 
ed , fo by us they ſhould be uſcd to attain the 
ſame? 

But for all this the Door doth fo ſpite at the 
Gibconitcs, who are contented to do the meaneſj 
ſervices, which God puts them to, that ſo they 
may eſcape the wrath of God in their own Conſci- 
ences here, and in the flames of Hell hereafter. I 
fay, he doth fo deteſt the whole race of the faid 
Gibeonites, as to fling another ſtone at them in a 
few pages after, whoſe words I ſhall recite, as I 
hnd them pag. 248. and with a few Animad- 
verſions thereupon 1 will conclude this Chap- 
ter. 

The Saints motive to obedience is lovs — The 
rule of their obedience ( their walking with God) is 
the Law of liberty, as diveſted of all its terrifying, 
tbreatning, damning, curſing power, and rendred 
in the blood of Chriſt Jeſus, ſweet, tender, uſeful , 
direfting,helpful as arule of walking in the life they 
have received, not the way of working for the life 
they bave not. Theſe inſtances may ſuffice to mani- 
feſt that liberty of obedience in the family of God, 
which bis ſons and daugbters have, that the poor 


convizced Gibeonites are not acquainted with- 
of, 
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Anſw.rAs hope and fear are well conſiſtent 
with love, {© are thoſe as well as this the motive 
of the Saints obedience 3 and o they ought to be, 
as in part hath been already proved, as to fear in 
Noab, Job and David, and as is cafily proveable, 
even by the current of the Scriptures both of the 
Old and New Teſtament. Sce Heb. 4. 1,& 12, 
28, 29. Rom.11.20. Phil.2.13. And as for hope, 
its being a principle or motive of the Saints obedi- 
ence, fee Ai.26.7. 1 Joh.3,3. 1 Pet.1i.13, 14, 15- 
To multiply Scriptures tor the proot of this, which 
is ſo evident in nature, is as needleſs as to light a 
candle at noon day. As he that ploweth, is mo- 
ved to doit with hope of a crop, every other 
labourer with hope of ſome gain , 1 Cor. 9g. 10. 
{o are the Saints moved, and to be moved with 


the hope of the Goſpel to be ltedfaſt to it , and im- jc, ig, 
moveable from ſuch a converſation as doth become $8. 


it, 

2, Itis not the Law of God as diverſed of all 
its terrifying, threatning, damning, curſing power, 
which is the rale of the Saints obedience. Such 
doctrine is a branch of what Dr. More tiles that 
loathſome and peſtilential error of Antinomianiſm, 
and indeed it is a root, which ( of it felt ) beareth 
gall and wormwood , and therefore by all due 
means to be eradicated out of Gods husbandry , 
(the hearts and minds of his people ) where the 
Devil (that envious one) hath planted it. And 
for the extirpation thereof, or confutation of this 
dangerous piece of Antinomianiſm , what necd [ 
ſay more, than to defire the Reader to open his 
Pible and to read the tenour of the Laws of God 
given by him as the rule of every ones living, (l 
mean both as the dircCting and obliging rulc) and 
thcn to ſpeak his mind, whether the Law of God 
( the 
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(the rule of the Saints obedience ) hath: not the 
uſaal San&tion of Laws (7.e. ) a commination of 
terror, even the terrible curſe of damnation, upon 
ſuppoſition of their diſobedience thereunto. Doth 
not God command the Saints to beware of Apoſta- 
fie, and to perſevere in faith and holineſs upon pe- 
ril of damnation, Ezek,18.24, Rom. 8.13. Heb, 
4+ 1, & 10. 

3+ It is the DoGtors error (as of many others ) 
to think, that the Law of God cannot be ſweet, 
tender, uſeful, direQing, helptul to the Saints as 
a rule of walking with God, except it be diveſted 
ef its ſanCtion, as atoreſaid : for although its ſan- 
Ction be ſuppoſed, will not the Saints ſay,as did He- 
zekiab in another caſe,Good is the word of the Lord, 
which be hath Poken ? Eſa.39.8. Yea, are not the 
very comminations of God uſctul and helpful 
(even of their own nature and proper tendency) to 
the Saints in their walking with God, as well as 
his precepts, or direQions ? He that denys this, 
which is ſo proveable, both by Scripture and rea- 
ſon, is worthy to be taught as Gideox taught the 
men of S«ccoth, with briars and thorns of the 
wilderneſs, I mean, to be confuted with firipes, 
rather than with words or arguments. 

4. It ſeems, this Door hath not fufhciently 
ſtudicd the reaſon, why Gods Law (the Law of 
the Goſpel) is tiylced « Law of Liberty: for it he 
had, he might have known, that it is {o [tyled for 
thy rcaſon (among ſeveral others) becauſe it impo- 
ſeth no ſervile yoaks like thoſe 1214 upon the Jews, 
and enjoinzth only ſuch ſ{-rviccs as are ſuited and 
moſt agrecable to our rational nature, and in the 
pertormance of which conlificth our eruelt treedom 
and !10:1ty, 


It 
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» It is another branch of Antinomian doQrine 
to ſay, That the Law of God is @ rule of the Saints 
walking, in the life they bave received, not #he way 
of working, for the lift they have not. This is an 
error, which as it hath been abundantly contuted 
by Mr. Baxter, in ſeveral of his Writings, fo I 
have already refuted in this Chapter, and more at 
large in the 28th, Chapter of my Exercitation, 
—_— the nature of Forgiveneſs of {in,where- 
in is maniteſted the conliſtency of theſe two(work- 
ing From and For life ) and that the Saints, from 
the life of grace they have received, do work and 
ought to work For the life of glory, which as yer 
they have not reccived. 

Laſtly, While the Doctor pretends to maintain 
that liberty of obedience, in the family of God, 
which (as he ſays the ſons and daughters of God 
have, he makes them worſe ſlaves, than the Gibe- 
oniter were ever made by Joſhna, Now alas for 
the poor convinced Gibeonites ! thele poor con- 
vinced unconvinced Gibeonites ! convinced in con- 
ſcience, that it is their duty to ſerve God, but not 
convinced, that it is their'fin to ſerve Him to this 
end, to fly from wrath preſent in a wounded 
conſcience , or from wrath to come, in the lake 
which burncth with fre and brimſtone ! Convin- 
ced, that it is their duty to love God, but not 
convineed, that the love of God, and the love ot 
their own ſouls, are things inconſiſtent * Convin- 
ced, that a main motive of their ſ{crving God, 
ſhould be their love of Him, but not convinced, 
that love to their ſouls-ſafcty and ſalvation, ſhould 
be no motive atall unto, or end of their ſerving ot 
God ! I will fay to theſe poor Gibeonites, who 
cannot ſo calily put off humanity, or be perſwadcd 
out of all love to themſclves, ſpecially tro their 
fouls, 
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fouls, Let it be a very ſmall thing with you, to 
be judged of this miſtaken Docor,yea to be judgy 
ed by mans judgment; for he that will judg you 
at the laſt is the Lord, who will judg your preſent 
Judges, who paſs ſuch an harſh judgment upon 
you. But be of good chear : For if to be moved 
to ſerve God for this end, to fly trom wrath pre- 
ſent and to come, be to be made indeed a Grbeo- 
nite, then for your comtort be it known to you, 
that St. Paul was a Gibeonite ; for he was induced 
to preach the Goſpel, upon conſideration of that 
Woe, .that did hang over his head, it he did not 
preach it, x Cor,g. 16. And he did mortihe the 
deeds of the fleſh, leſt himſelt having preached to 
others, ſhould at laſt prove to be a calt-away, 
1 Cor.g. 27, Yea he proteſſeth tor others as well 
as himſelf, that the end of all his and their Chri- 
ſtian ſirivings, was to obtain for themſelves an in- 
corruptible Crown, v.25. Bricfly, as David (aid 
to ſcothng Micol (1 will yet be more vile) (© let us 
relolutely anſwer to the iterated ſcoft of this Do- 
Qtor, It todo as aforclaid be indeed to be a Gibeo- 
nite, In the Name of God let there be more Gibe- 
onites, Let them be fruitful and multiply, and re- 
pleniſh the Church, 


There are many other dangerous evils, which 
do naturally low from the Imputation of Chrilts 
rightcouſneſs, in the ſenſe here oppoſed 3 but be» 
cauſe I have enlarged my ſclf in the premiſes be- 
yond my firſt intention, I will not ſo much as 
mention them. I will only conclude this long 
Chaptcr with the words of Mr. Truman in his Book 
ſiyled (The great Propitiation,p.g 4,95. wherein he 
IWggclicth that miſchievous conicquence of the Im- 
[tation of Chrilts rightcoulſncls, which hath in 
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this Chapter been ſpecified and infiſted upon;and 1 
do the rather think meet to tranſcribe the words 
of that Author, becauſe ſome Readers may perad- 
venture regard them as proceeding from his Pen, 
rather than mine 3 for notwithſtanding every way, 
whether by means of one Author or another, (my 
labour of love in this Treatiſe, or the labours of 
any other in theirs) ſo the truths of the Goſpel be 
entertained, 1 delire to be affected as was the Apo- 
ſitle,aying in another caſe, I therein do rejoice, yes 
and will rejoice, Phil.1.18. 


If Chrift (fays that Author) fulfilled the Law 
for us in this ſence, ſo as it is to be imputed to us,as 
if we bad fulfiP d the Law our ſelves, then we ſhould 
be freed altogetber from any obligation from the Law 
#0 obedience, juſt a4 we are freed from the condemna- 
tion of the Law, becauſe Chriſt underwent it 4s a 
ſatisfaltion for us, we ſhould not then ſin in not obey- 
ing the Law, and we could not be pardoned by Chriſt 
for our ſins in not obeying the Law; for they are n» 
ſins according to this 1 iypotheſis, If there be a Law, 
that if a ſervant hired for a year, (hall refuſe to ſerve 
bis years ſervice (if bis Maſter require) be ſhall ly: 
in the priſon for a year. Suppoſe one bired did not 
ſerve a year, but anothzr ſerved a year good and 
faithful ſervice for bim , muſt this bired man alſo 
ſerve a year for bimſelf, or he is #00 blame? and 
muſt this man accepted to ſerve a year for bim alſo, 
lie in priſon for bim * What if 1414 not ſerve a year, 
yet another ſerved for me, and better ſervice than 
I can perform ? What need is there may he ſay, that 
T ſhould ſerve it my ſelf ? Do I think, I can mend 
his work, do it better my ſ*If, than I bave done it 
in him ? T am almoſt aſhamed to lay open the weak- 
neſs of them that bold theſe things, after ſuch mul- 
titnd:s 
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fitudes of learned Proteſtants bave ſhewn their abſur- 
dity, 

The other two Arguments of this Author in 
the ſame and the precedent pagg,are for the weigh- 
tinels of thera well worthy to be here tranſcribed ; 
but I ſhall refer the Reader to the peruſal thereof 
in his Book it (clt. 
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CHAP. Z XX 


. May Believers be truly or fitly ſaid to be 
rs with the Robe 7 ber ehteouſ- 
neſs, or the like form of words ? Four Rea- 
ſons why the ſaid Dueſtion is propoſed and 
anſwered, The Anſwer it ſelf, 1, That 
there ars no ſuch expreſs ſayings in Scrip- 
ture, nor any Scripture , wherein Chriſts 
Righteowſneſſis ſet forth wnder the Metaphor 
of Rayment. 2. That our own perſonal 
iphteon ſne 11 in the ſeveral branches there- 
of, doth go under the Metaphorical expreſſi- 
ons of Robes, comely rayment, and ſplendid 
my Several Scriptures, objetFed to the 
cont ary anſwered. In what ſence 'tis true, 
and in what, falſe, to ſay, that we are cls- 
thed with the Robe of Chrifts Righteouſneff : 
And that it is more fitly and intelligibly ſaid, 
that it purchaſeth or procureth Clothing for 
ws, than that it it ſelf our Clothing. 


QA, AT Believers be truly, or fitly ſaid to be 
1 clothed with the Robe of Chriſts Kighte- 


owſneſs ? To have Chrifts Righteouſneſi put upon 
them ? That their perſons, or ſins are covered with 
the Righteouſneſi of Chriſt , or the like expreſſi- 
ons 

Anſw. 1 have thought meet to propoſe, and 
make anſwer to this Queſtion, for three or four 
Reafons 3 
1, Becauſe ſuch expreſſions have been very 
uſual 
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uſual in the Sermons and Books of ſome Di- 
VINES. , 

2, Becauſe the 2p rears. of the true 
ſence, wherein Chriſts Righteouſnels is imputed 
.to us,and the aſſerting of a ſence contrary totruth, 
hath been (I doubt not) the ſole cauſe, or occalt- 
on of ſuch expreſſions, one un-ſcriptural phtaſe 


frequently begetting another, and the daughter * 


doth ſometimes happen to be more -deformed, 
than the mother. 

3- Becauſe ſuch expreſſions have occaſioned 
ſtrange and groſs conceptions in the minds of ma- 
ny people, as if by the Righteouſneſs of Chriſt put 
upon them, by Gods Imputation, all their fins 
were {o covered and hidden from the fight of God, 
as that the eye of divine juſtice fees net the leaſt 
ſpot of fin in thoſe, who are cloathed with it. 
Such ſayings as theſe have been already recited out 
of certain Writers. 

4+ Becauſe ſeveral Scriptures have been very 
frequently perverted, to countenance or authorize 
ſuch expreſſions, which 1 will therefore take occa- 
tion to vindicate, whereby to reſtore them to their 
true ſence and meaning, 

I ſhall therefore return a more copious Anſwer 
to the ſaid Queſtion, and lay 3 

1. 1 do not remember any place in all the Bible, 
where the ſaid cxprefſons are uled , or where 
Chriſis Righteouſneſs is mentioned under the Me- 
taphor of a Robe, or Garment, which Believers 
are to put on, or wherewith they are, or are to 
be clothed. I do indeed well remember the Scrip- 
ture, where Chriſt is ſet forth | his fleſh and wow 
under the Mctaphor of food | meat and drink 

but no place, where his Righteouſnels 15 mention- 
ed under the notion, or Mctaphor Roms 
2.6ur 
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2. But onthe other fide, I find mariy places of 
Scripture, where our own perſonal righteouſnels, 
(even in the ſeveral branches: thereof) doth goun- 
der the ſaid Metaphorical exprefſions; for which 
ſee Job 29.14. I put onrighteouſneſs, and it clothed 
me, My judgment was 45 a robe and « diademe. 
What righteouſneſs doth Fob there mean ? ſurely 
not Chriſts Righteouſneſs, but his own ( as ap- 
pears both by the precedent and ſubſequent verſes, 
11,12,13,15,16,17.--) viz. Juſtice, pity, mercy, 
and the like vertues. Col.3.12. Put on as the ele? 
of God bowels of mercies, kindneſr-Eph.4q.22,23, 
Put off concerning the former converſation the old 
man--and v.24. Put on that new man, which after 
God is created in righteouſneſs and true holineſs. 
1 Pet.y.5. Be ye clothed with bumility. Our own 
rightcouſneſs in the ſeveral branches thereof is 
that, which in many Scriptures is commended to 
us under the notion of ſplendid rayment, which 
adorns us, makes us lovely in the eyes of God, 
and which i is in bis fight of great price, 1 Pet.3.3,5. 
1 Tim.2.9,10. To this purpoſe I might inltance 
in many ſayings'out of the Proverbs of Solomon, 
were it needtul. 

But foraſmuch as ſeveral Scriptures are objected 
to the contrary, of what hath bcen here faid in the 

| hrſt branch of my Anſwer, 1 will therctore {pecihe 
ſome of the chict of them, and reply thereun- 
tO. 

ObjeR. Rev.3. 18. What elſe is meant by the 
white rayment there mentioned, but the Righteouf= 
neſs of Jeſus Chriſt ? 

Anſw.1. The Queſtion may as well be demand- 
ed, What is mcant by the Gold there ſpoken ct, 
but the Righteouſneſs of Chrilt ? For we are not 
otherwiſe clothed with the robe or rayment, than 
. N we 
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we are enriched with the gold of Chrifts Righte-= 
ouſnels. 

2. By the white rayment, is there meant our 
own righteouſneſs, conſiſting of ſuch gracious diſ- 
poſitions, and works of holineſs, which do adorn 
the Diſciples of Chriſtin his tight, more than the 
molt Lilly-white, and fplendid rayment, doth che 
greateſt Princes in the eye of men. And this I 
conceive to be meant by that rayment of needle- 
work, whercin the Bride (the Lambs wite) is 
ſaid to be brought unto him, P/.45.13,14- And 
this is that righteouſneſs of the Saints, wherewith 

J to be | arrayed, as in hne linnen, 
clean and white 3 rightcous works being that ray- 
ment, wherewith every Chriſtian (man and wo- 
man ) ſhould be clothed , or adorned, 1 Tim, 
2.10. 

Object. Rom. 13. 14. Are mot Chriſtians 
there commanded to put on the Righteouſneſs of 
Chri(t ? 

Anſw.1. Whatcver be the thing, which the be- 
licving Romans are there commanded to put on, 1 
am perſwaded, that the Apoltles meaning there is, 
That we ſhould put it on not as a garment, but 
rather as Armour, we being as wellſaid to put on 
this, as that. He proſecutes that Metaphor men- 
tioned. 2,12, | Put on the Armour cf light. |] 

2, ConſequentlyI think, that we have no more 
reaſon co conclude, that by the garment, which 
we are there commanded to put on, is meant 
Chriſts Kightcouſncls, than that his Righteouſnebs 


15 it, which undcr the Mctaphor of the Armour of | 


light, we are commanded to put on in the verſc 
rcxt betore, But I am content, that the Reader 
Juog « i thcm. 
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3» I know no ſurer way rightly to underſtand, 
what the Apoſtles true meaning was | That we 
ſhould put on } than by conſidering what we ſhould 
put off. Now foraſmuch as the things, which he 
would have us put off,are what he ſtiles the works 
of darkneſs (7. e.) wicked works of all ſorts, cſpe- 
cially ſuch as are there named, 1 may therefore 
lately (1 doubt not) conclude, That by ourjput- 
ting on the Lord Jeſus Chriſt, he means ourmput- 
ting on the graces, or vertues of the Lord Jeſus 
Chriſt, theſe being the image of our Lord Chriſt , 
and it being ordinary tocall the image of a thing, 
or perſon, by the name of the perſon or thing, 
which it doth reſemble. And in this ſence the 
word | Chriſt] is uſed, Gal.4.19. My little chil- 
dren, of whom I travel in birth again, till Chriſt be 
formed in you. 

Object. Gal. 3. 27. Doth not the Apoſtle there 
meax , that the Galatians having been baptized 
into Chriſt , had put ons the Kighteouſneſs of 
Chriſt 

Anſw. By Chriſt there is not meant the Righte- 
oufnels of Chriſt; and what is the very thing there 
meant by the Apoſtle, that the baptized Galatians 
had put on, I know no ſurer way to underſiand, 
than by conlidering the ſcope of the Apoſtle in that 
Epiſtle, what it was, that he would have them to 
put off. Now that, which the Apoſtle in this 
Epiſtle eſpecially would have the Galatians to put 
off, was Judaiſm, in all the parts of it as ſuch. 
So that as by the Lord Jeſus Chriſt in Rowe. 13, 14- 
is mcant Chriſtianity, in oppoſition to Gentiliim, 
or thoſe heatheniſh vices there ſpecitied, fo by 
Chriſt in Gal.3.27. 1 conceive is meant Chriltiant- 
ty, or the practice of Chriſtian Religion, 1n opp0- 
htion to Judaiſm. As many of you as bave been bap- 
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tized into Chrift , bave put on Chrift, not Moſer, 
you have taken upon you the profeſſion of Chriſti 
an Religion, not that of the Jewiſh, or Mofaical 
Law. 

Obje&. Is not Chriſts Righteouſneſs the thing 
it ſelf meant by the wedding garment ? Mat, 
22.12, 

Anſw. No, but thoſe holy qualifications, and 
gracious diſpolitions, wherewith a Chriſtian ſhould 
attend upon God in his facred Ordinances, and in 
his ſolemn approaches to God, ſhould be vetted 
with , even as men upon feſtival occaſions, do 
apparrel themſclves in rayment fnitable there- 
unto. 

Object. Ir not the Righteouſneſs of Chriſt that 
garment of ſalvation, and robe of righteouſneſs, 
wherewith God is ſaid E(a.61. 10. to bave clothed, 
or covered his Church ? 

Anſr. It were calie to name many Authors, 
who have pervertcd that Scripture to ſach a ſence; 
whercas the truth is, that there is no more cauſe 
to think, that the Righteouſnel(s of Chritt is meant 
by the garment there mentiened, than where men- 
tion is made of the ſame word by the Prophet eclſe- 
where ( Ch.$2.1. ) faying, Awake, awake, put 
on thy trength O Zion, put on thy beautiful gar- 
ments O Jeruſalem, The very truth of che mat- 
tcris 5 

1. As the words arc a promiſe ( although after 
the manner ot Gods ſpeaking by his Spirit in the 
Prophets, it is expreſlcd in the preterperted tenſe) 
and as the good promiſed is expreſſed by the name 
ot Salvation and Kighteowſneſs ( theſe in cffet be- 
ing, one thing,) ſo by Rightcouſnels is mcant Gods 
benehcence and | bounty, with the ſeveral fruits of 
it conter'd upon his Church, in their preſervati- 
ons, 
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ons, deliverances, reſtorations —— In this ſence 
the word | Righteouſneſs] is frequently taken in 
Scripture, Heſ710. 12, It is time to ſeek the Lord, 
till be come and rain Righteouſneſs upon you. Pl. 
24-5. He ſhall receive Righteouſneſs from the God of 
bis ſalvation ; (© that there is no more cauſe to at- 
firm , That by Rightcoulneſs in Eſa. 61. 10. is 
meant Chriſts perſonal Rightcouſneſs, than to 
make the ſame conſtruction of the word in the pla- 
ces fore-cited, where God promiſeth to rain Righ- 
teouſnels upon them, or that they ſhall receive 
Righteouſneſs from him, as the God of their fal- 
vation. 

z. As for the Metaphorical cxpreſſion, of bcing 
clothed and covered with the garment of falvati- 
on, and robe of righteouſneſs, it is an allufjon to 
the cuſtom of the Jews ( and inaced of all Nations ) 
which was to clothe and attire themſclves futably 
to their preſent condition, whether of proſperity, 
or adverſity, faſting or feaſting times, as is exprcl- 
ſed r.3. of that Chapter in theſe words ( To ap- 
point to them, that mourn in Zion, to give unto them 
beauty for aſhes, the garment of praiſe for the ſpirit 
of beavineſs ) So that by the who!c of that expre(- 
tion, we can underſtand no more, than the great 
goodne(s and bounty of God ( Ict the particulars 
;n the retail thereof, whether in temporils or ſpi- 
rituals, or in both, be what they will) promiled, 
or manifeſted to his Church, and mamteſtcd by 
them, in » ſuitable manner of open and folemn rc- 
joycing for them. 

Queſt. May it moet be truly [iid in ſome ſence, 
that Believers are clothed with Chriits Righteouſ- 
neſs ? 

Anſw. Yes : Yet more fully be it known, that 
as it may be truly and falſly id, that Chrilis 
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Rightcouſneſs is imputed to us [ according to the 
diflercnt ſences of the word Righteouſneſs, menti- 
oned in the third Chapter | ſo it1s both true and 
falſe to ſay, That we arc clothed with the Righte- 
ouſneſs of Chriſt, e. g. Chriſts Rightcouſnels be- 
ing taken properly in its efſential nature, it 1s no- 
toriouſly talſe to ſay, that we axe clothed there- 
with : For fo taken, it is Chriſts own clothing, 
and not ours, he is glorious in this apparrel, and 
he will not give this his glory to another 3 and as 
Saul's Armour would not fit David, fo neither 
will Chrilts Righteouſneſs [| taken in this ſence 

ſuit with any other but himſelf, who was God an 

man in one perſon. As it is a point of diſloyalty 
in a vaſſal, toput on the Enligns oft Majeſty upon 
himſclt (The Crown Royal upon his head— ) 
ſo it is a diſloyal thought,a moſt unbecoming thing, 
for a wretched fiuner to imagine himſelt veſted 
with the Royal Robe of Chrilts Righteouſneſs, the 
only begotten Son of God. But as the word Righ- 
teouſncis is taken improperly, Effeftive, for the 
fruits and effects of it, (o it is true to ſay, That 
we arc clothed with his Rightcoulnels (1.e.) we 
areclothed, our ſpiritual nakedneſs is covered, we 
arg arraycd with a garment, or garments, procu- 
red or purchaſed with the Righteouſneſs of Jclus 
Chrilt. So that, if the Queſtion were thus form- 
ed, May Chriſts Righteouſneſs be truly ſaid to be a 
ſinners clothing ? It mult be an{wered, That this 
Propotition | Chriſts Rightcouſneſs is a ſinners clo- 
thing ] is true Predicatione canſali, but not Eſſen- 
riali, or formali (i. e.) it it ſelf, or in it (elf, is 
not our clothing, nor arc we veſted in, or with 
It, but with the fruits of it, it being the meritort- 
ous cauſe, that hath procured all neceſſary clothing 
for the covering of our nakedne(s, for our com- 
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fortable appearance before God, and our gracious 
acceptance with him 3 which clothing may fumma- 
rily be refer*'d (I think) to theſe two heads, viz, 
Juſtification and SanQitication, -both which may be 
faid to be our clothing Nevertheleſs 1 do judg it 
to be more titly and inteligibly fald, That our tins 
are covered with a pardon,rather than with Chriſts 
Righteouſnefs, ' the one being verihed in an imme- 
diate ſence, the 6ther in a ſchce more remaete both 
m ic ſelf, ard from common underſtanding, . - But 
It muſt ever bexemembred, that the pardon which 
covers our {ins, is a bleſſing purchaſed by the Righ- 
tcouſnels of Chriſt ; and for that reaſon, in ſuch a 
ſence as a ranſomed Captive, or bought Servant, 'is 
ſaid to be his Maſters, or Kedeemers money, be- 
cauſe he was bought with their money, in « like 
fence may the dothing, wherewith we are clothed, 
be ſaid to be the Robe of Chrifts Righteoulnets, 
becauſe Chrifts Righteouſnels was the price,where- 
with that our clothing ( whatſoever it be, . be it 
fanctification or juſtification, grace or glory 3 for 
even with this Believers are faid to be clothed up- 
on, 2 Cor.5. 2,4.) was dearly bought or purcha- 
ſed. And in this ſence the price, or hire it ſelf, 
which is given for an Houle, is ufcd to hignine the 
Houſe, wherewith it was hixzed, as appears by 
Ai.28.30, where the wiowas, which doth pre- 
perly tiznine the hire of a thing, (be it of an Houle, 
or ought elſe ) and which was given by St. Paxt, 
or ſome other in his bchalt, is ſiyled, His own 
hired Houſe, 


CHAP, 
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CHAP. XXXI. 


Dy. Owen's miſtake in thinking, That when 
all fin is anſwered for, all the Righteouſneſs, 
which God requireth for that time, us not 
fulfilled ; the contrary whereunts #s proved. 
Several other of his miſtakes diſcovered , 
and his miſ-interpretations of ſeveral Scrip- 
mres. 


*Oraſmuch as there are ſeveral paſſages in Dr. 
Owen's Book,of Communion with God, where- 
in the contrary is aſſerted, to what hath been 
maintained in the foregoing Chapters ( he aſſert- 
ing, That over and\above the taking away the 
guilt-of lin, it is neceſſary in order to our being (a- 
ved, that we ſhould be actually righteous, and for 
that purpoſe , that the Righteouſneſs of Chriſt 
thould be imputed tÞ us ) I ſhall theretore think 
it not amiſs, to recite the chick of thoſe paſſages, 
and to reply thereunto, which ſhall be the ſubject 
of three or tour of the enſuing Chapters. 

The Do&tor having told us, That Chriſt ſatis- 
hes tor fin, and procures the remiſſion of it, p.116, 
he procceds to fay in the following page 3 

There is ſomething more required 1 it u not enough, 
we are not guilty, We muſt alſo be atjually righte- 
ous : Not only all fin muſt be anſwered for, but all 
righreorſneſs is to be fulfilled : By taking away the 
gmiit of ſin, we are as perſons INRHOcentT, but ſome - 
thing more is required, to make us to be conſidered as 

rſons obedient, I hnow nothing to teach me, that 


at innocent perſon ſhall go to beaven, be up__— 
- 
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be be no more, but ſo. Adam wat innocent at bis 
firſt creation, but he was to do this, to keep the Com- 
mandments before be entred into life, he had no title 
to life by innocency. This then moreover is required, 
that thawhbole Law be fulfilled, and all the obedience 
performed, that God requires at our bands, This is 
the ſouls ſecond enquiry, and it finds a reſolution on- 
ly in the Lord Chriſt : For if when we were enemies, 
we were reconciled to God by the death of bis Son, 
much more being reconciled, we ſhall be ſaved by bis 
life ; bis death reconciled w, then are we ſaved by 
bis life. The atinal obedience, which be yielded to 
the whole Law of God, is that Kighteouſnefſ, where- 
by we are ſaved, If ſo be we are fonnd in him, not 
having our own righteouſnefl, which is of the Law, 
but the Righteomſneſl, which is of God by faith, 
Phil.3.9. This I ſhall bave occaſion to handle more 
at large bereafter. 

Anſw. Somewhat to this purpoſe being alledg- 
ed by other Authors, hath been already anſwered 
in Chap.23. Nevertheleſs I ſhall here make re- 
ply, to every didtin& paſſage in the words re- 
cited, 

1. When all fin is anſwered for, all the righte- 
ouſneſs, which God requireth for that time, is 
tulhlled : For the Law is fulhIVd two ways, viz. 
Either by performance of pertect obedience to it, 
or by ſuftering ſufficient puniſhment tor the breach 
of ir. Either of theſe is a fatisfation to the juſtice 
of Gced. Now Gods Law doth not bind to both 
theſe Copulative (i, e.) it binds not a perſon to 
both thele at once, but Dizjuntiive (1. e.) it binds 
him to obedience, or to puniſhment, primarily 
and abſolutely to the one, ſecondarily and Ex by- 
potheſt (i.e.) upon failure ot chat obedience, to 
the other. Neither was Adam betore his tall, 
nOT 
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nor are we lince bound to both at once 3 not we, 
I ſay, more than was Adam: For ſatisfaction bc- 
ing made for our crime, we ceaſc to be ſinners, 
and do become righteous in this ſence, thag we are 
no longer bound to ſuffer, and we are entifled to a 
right ot being dealt with as righteous : We are in- 
deed bound to obedience for the future, not to 
that obedicnce, for the not performing whereof, 
by puniſhment we have made ſatisfaction, but to 
another new obedience, which it we do not per- 
form, then are we bound by the Law to new pu- 
niſhment, So that Chriſt having obliged himſclt 
co make ſatisfaction, by ſuffering ſuch puniſhmene 
as was equivalent to that, which by our fins was 
deſerved, and our fins being pardoned tor the me- 
rTit-ſake thereof, we thereupon are 'dealt with as 
righteous 3 and for the future we are bound to 
new obedience, or to new puniſhment, not to 
both at once, no more than was Adam in innocen- 
cy. The Law requireth not of us both ſuffering 
and obedicnce, in reſpect of the ſame time, and 
actions. 

The confideration of this makes it moſt appa- 
rent, that if ſin be paxdoned, the Imputation of 
Chrilts active Righteguſneſs, or the Righteoulnels 
of the lite of Chriſt Cas is the Doctor's expreſſion ) 
is needlels. And it is to no purpole to alledg, that 
the Law requires ſuffering tor the time paſt, and 
obedience for the tuturc, which hath bcen acknow- 
ledged : For Chriſt hath made ſatisfaction for tu- 
ture fins, and ere long thoſe tuture tins will be 
palt, and it we do not obey tor the future, we hn, 
and if we im, the Law rcquireth only our ſuffering 
for expiation, and toraltnuch as Chrilts expiatory 
ſuffering, or propitiation hath fatisticd tor that, 
the benciut whereot a tnner doth enzoy in 2 renew- 
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td pardon, he is no longer obliged to ſuffer. So 
that the contrary opinion, to what I here maine 
tain, doth in the conſequence thereot deny, that 
Chriſt hath ſatisfied for future tins. 

2.[t is a palpable error in theDoCtor to ſay, That 
by taking away the guilt of fin, we are as perſons 
innocent, but ſomething more is required to make 
us to be conſidered as perſons obedient ; For foraſ- 
much as fin is as well of omifſion, as oft commillt- 
on, it follows unavoidably, that if the guilt of the 
former be taken away, as well as of the latter, ir 
is impotſible, but that a ſmner ſo pardoned ſhould 
be conſidered, and dealt with as obedient 3 for not 
to tranſgreſs the Law, and to fulhl the Law, are 
the ſame thing, as is catily proveable by the con- 
trary : Fcr to tranſgrels the Law, 1s to violate it 
by doing what it torbids, or by omitting what it 
commands z Ergo, Not to tranſgrels the Law, is 
not to violate it, either by committing theone, or 
omitting, the other 3 and what is'this, but to tul- 
fil the Law? For he, that doth neither commit 
the evil forbidden by the Law, nor omit the good 
therein commanded, doth tultil ir, 

In ſhort 1 ſay, 1. That an innocent perſon ſhall 
doubtleſs go to heaven, 2nd be rewarded, though 
he be no more than ſo. 

2, I am not apt to think, that any rational 
creature can be more than innocent 3 for to be in- 
nocent, is to be no tranſgreflor of any Law (1.e.) 
of any Law which commands good, or forbids 
evil; and how any one can rationally be conceived 
to be more innocent, than to be no tranſgreſlor of 
any fuch"Law, I do not know, except there be 
works of ſupererrogation. 

3+ It is the Doctor's groſs miſtake to think, 


that Adam's obedience to the divine command, 
»® 
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(Do this) was by God conſtiuted the condition of 
his having a right, or title to life ( for that right 
he had already, by vertue of that habitual innocen- 
cy or holineſs, in which he was created ) whereas 
it was the condition only of his holding that right 
to life, which at preſent he had. And it Adam 
could not have had a title to life, before he had 
kept all the Commandments, he could not have 
had right ſo long as he liv'd (1 mean) not till his 
laſt _—_ 

4+ The DoQtor very abſurdly ſuppoleth things 
contradiftory in ſuppoſing, That Adzm was, or 
could be innocent any longer, than he did conti- 
nue to keep Gods Commandments : For he, who 
doth only forbcar the evil, which God forbids, 
but doth not do the good cnjoyned, is neither tru- 
ly, nor reputatively innocent. 

5. It is falſly ſaid by the Dotar, That there- 
ſolution of the faid enquiry, is found in the Righ- 
teouſneſs of the life ot Chriſt, which he lived up- 
on carth, this being evidently his meaning, for 
which he quotes two Scriptures, but abuſcs both 
of them. 

For 1. By that life of Chriſt, by which the 
Apoſtle ſays, we ſhall be ſaved, Rom.y. 10. is not 
meant the life of Chriſt, which in the ſtate of his 
humiliation he lived upon earth, but the life of 
glory, which he ( never to die again ) doth now 
live, in his cſtate of exaltation and (ion at the 
right hand ot Cod, of which his lite the Apoſtle 
(peaks in Heb.,7, 25. He ever liveth to make inter- 
ceſſion for #«, 

2, As for that other Text alledged by him, 
Phil.3.9. he hath often abuled it, as often as in 
any place ot his Book he hath handled it: For by 
the Rightcouſneſs there f2id to be of God by faith, 

15 
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is pot meant Chriſts perſonal Righteouſneſs C the 
Righteouſneſs of Chriſts life imputed to Believers ) 
but that Righteouſneſs , which doth - confiſt in 
the Faith of Chriſt, or in being faithful Chriſti- 
ans. 


'}?}S?TC———_— 


CHAP. XXKXI1. 


That it is no where ſaid in Scripture, that we 
do receive the Righteouſneſs of Chriſt. The 
Dotor's perverting that in Phil.3.9. from 
the true meaning of the Apoſtle. That he 
perverts the ſence of 1 Cor.1, 30. utterly 
beſide the meaning of the Apoſtle. That he 
miſtakes the ſence of Rom. 5.10: That 
Chriſt hath done no more by the obedience of 
his life for « finners ſalvation, than for hi 
reconciliation, the'contrary whereanto is ſup- 
poſed by Dr.O. Hut iterated miſtake touch+ 
ing the end of Adam's obedtence. 


H E Dodtor faith, p.186. The Righteonſueſi 
we receive, is oppoſed to our own AA to 
the Law; oppoſed to it, not as ſomething in another 
kind, but as ſomething in the ſame kind, excluding 
that from ſuch an end, which the other obtains. Now 
thi i that obedience of Chriſt to the Law ;, bim(elf 
thereby being made to uw Righteouſneſs, 1 Cor. 
1.30. 
Anſw. 1. By the Rightcouſnels we receive, it is 
evident, that the Doctor means Chrilts obedience 
to 
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to the Law, performed in his life-time 3 wheres 
upon I anſwer, That it is ncither ſaid in that Scrip» 
ture, neither is there ſuch a ſaying in any other 
Scripture, That Believers do receive the Righte- 
ouſneſs of Chriſt, or his obedience to the Law 3 
alchough it be true, that they do in a paſhve ſence 
of the word reccive it (1.e.) they by means of 
their believing, do enjoy the rightcouſnels or obes, 
dience of Chriſt, in the ſaving truits and effects 
thereof. 

2. The Doctor doth err groſly in thinking, 
That by the righteouſneſs of the Law, the Apoſtle 
mcans his own evangelical rightcouſncls, or obedi- 
ence to the Goſpel-Law, and that this is it, which 
heoppoſes to Chriſts perſonal righteouſneſs, or to 
Chrifts obedience to the Law : For it is plain both 
by the Text it (elf, and Context, That by the 
Law he means the Jewiſh Law, and that by his 
own rightcouſneſs, he means that which was his 
own, whena cw ( not that which was his own, 
when a Convert to the Chriſtian faith ) and that 
the things there oppoſed are Judaiſm and Chriltia- 
nity, or Judaical obſcrvances, and the practical 
knowledg of Chriſt. So that our own evangelical 
rightcouſneſs, 13 neither in the fame kind, nor in 
any other kind, thcre oppoſed to the obedience of 
Chriſt ; nor 1s it cither in that Scripture, or nany 
other, -cxcluded from ſuch an end, which Chriſts 
Righteouſnchs doth obtain, I mcan. the falvation 
ot a {inner : For in crdcr to this end, our evange- 
ical rightcoulneſs ſtands not in any the bang, - + 
in a due ſubcrdination to Chrilis, As Chriſts 
Rightcouſneſs doth, aftcr a manner pccuhir to it 
{clt, fo doth our own rightcoulncls, in its manner, 
tend to our obtaining that, which St. Peter ſtyles, 
The end of onr faith, evex 1be ſalvation of our ſouls. 
V\ hence 
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Whence that command of the Apoſtle , So rux, 
that ye may obtain, 1 Cor.g.24. It is by running, 
that (through, by, or under Chriſt) we Do 
tain. 

3. The Doctor perverts the ſence of 1 Cor.1.30., 
that Scripture in no fort proving the thing, for 
the proot whereof it is alledged by him : For the 
Apoſtle doth not there ſay (as he would have him) 
That Chriſt is made Righteouſneſs unto us by 
Gods reckoning, or imputing Chriſts perfe&t and 
compleat obedicnce of the Law unto us, this being 
the thing undertaken by him to be proved by that 
Scripture 3 which as that Scripture doth not prove, 
(for it proves only, that Chriſt was of God made 
Righteouſneſs unto us ) ſo another place of Scrip- 
ture (2 Cor.y.21.) doth moſt convincingly dif- 
prove it; it being there afſerted,that we are made 
in Chriſt the Righteouſneſs of God (74. e.) very 
righteous by God ( the abſtract being put for the 
concrete, as is very nſual in the language of Scrip- 
ture, and particularly ſo uſed, Eſa.60. 17. where 
God promiſeth to his Church, that he will make 
all their ExaQors Rightcouſneſs (i.e.) very juſt, 
honeſt, or righteous) it being, Ifay, there aſſert- 
ed, that we are of God made in Chrilt moſt righ- 
teous, by means of his being made fin (7.e.) a 
fin-offering tor us, not by Gods reckoning to us 
Chriſts perte&t and compleat obedicnce to the 
Law. 

In the ſame Page again he abuſes that Text in 
Rom.5.10. fiying, The iſſue of tbe death of Chriſt 
placed wpon reconciliation, that is a ſlaying of the 
enmity, and rejt oring w iuto that condition of peace 
and friendſhip, wherein Adam was before bis fall. 
Fut is tbere no more to bs dane 7 Natwithſi anding 
that there ws no wrath ucts Adam, yet Þ: apas to 
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obey , if be would onjoy eternal lift : Something 
moreover there ir to be done in reſpett of us, if after 
the ſlaying of the enmity and reconciliation made, 
we ſhall enjoy life ; being reconciled by bir death, we 
are ſaved by that perfei obedience, which in bis life 
be yielded to the Law of God, 

Anſw. 1. 1 have already vindicated that Scrip- 
ture, from the ſame abuſe put upon it by the Do- 
Qor, having manitcſted, that by the lite of Chriſt, 
is there meant the life which he now lives in glory, 
interceding for us at the right hand of God, not 
the life which he lived on carth. 

2. Had the Apoſile meant the life, which Chriſt 
lived on carth, it will not thence follow, chat his 
meaning was, that we are ſaved, by Gods reckon- 
ing to us the perfe&t and compleat obedience of 
that his life (#, e.) imputing his obedience it ſelf 
unto us. | 

3- Though being reconciled to God, there is 
ſomewhat to be done by us (7.e.) in order to the 
continuing ot our triendſhip with God--neverthe- 
leſs there needs no more to a finners falvation at 
preſent, than his preſent reconciliation, nor doth 
there need more to his future and hnal ſalvation, 
than the continuance of his reconciliation and 
friendſhip with God : For if being, reconciled to 
God, he and we do continue friends, we ſhall as 
certainly be faved, 25 it is certain, that Chriſt at 
the right hand ot God, cver liveth to make inter- 
ccſion tor us. 

4. It is falſly infinuated by the Doctor, That 
Chriſt hath done more, or that it is ncedful, that 
he ſhould do more for our ſalvation, than for our 
reconciliation, I mean, for the beginning, conti- 
nuing, or perfteQting, of the one, than of the other, 
ſalvation from the guilt of fin, whether it be "2 
tial, 
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tial, _— or conſummate, being in effe4 


the ſame t with Reconciliation with God, in 
its being begun, continued, and made perfect in 
the fruit thereot. 

$. If there was no wrath due to Adam, no+ 
thing could ever have obſtrufted his entrance into 
life, the contrary whereunto is preſumed by the 
Doctor. 

6. As it was once already (aid, fo I fay again, 
That Adam was to obcy, not that he might enjoy 
a right to eternal life, which he had not antece- 
dently to that his actual obedience, but that his ti- 
tle thereunto might be continued, and he thereup- 
on might be brought at laſt to the tull enjoyment 
thereo 

The DoCtor proceeds in the ſame Page, to a- 
buſe the Scriptures by whole cluſters , which I 
will endeavour to manifeſt in the next Chap» 
ter, 
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EARS ATALEL 


The Doftor's allegation of ſeveral Seriptares, 
to mo purpoſe. That we are no otherwiſe ju- 
fifies, than we are reconciled, or pardoned 
through the Imputation of Chriſts Righteouſ- 
meſs, the contrary whereunto « pretended 
by Dr. O. That none of thoſe Scriptures 
alledeed by him, to prove the Imputation of 
Chriſts obedience it ſelf unto ws, do evince 
the ſame, His error in attributing our ju- 
flification to the Life of Chriſt, whereas the 
Apoſtle doth (Rom. 5.9.) expreſly attribute 
it to his Death, however it is mot to be wn- 
derſtood, as excluding the obedience of his 
Lyfe. 


E faith, p.186. There is diftinG mention made 

of Reconciliation, through a non-imputation 

of (im, as Pſal.32.1. Luk.1.77. Rem.3.25. 2 Cor. 

$.19, and juſtification , through an Imputation of 

righteouſneſ, Jer.23. 6, Rom-4. 5. 1 Cor.1. 30, 

although theſe things are ſo far from being ſeparated, 

that they are reciprocally affirmed of one anotber which 

as it doth not evince an identity, ſo it doth an emi- 

ment conjuutiion. And this laſt we have by the life 
of Chriſt. 

Anſw. 


I. Thereis no mcentionat all ſo much as of che 
word Reconciliation, in three ot the four recited 
SCI1yturcs, viz. Plal.32.1, Luk1.,77. Rom-3-25. 


And 


25- 
\nd 
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And by peruſing the places the Reader may know, 
whether he ſhould believe the DoQor, or his own 
CYcs. 

2, Much ks is there mention of Reconciliation, 
through a non-imputation of fin, as diſtin&t from 
juſtification, in any of thoſe three Texts of Scrip- 
ture, 

3+ Though there be mention of Reconciliation, 
and a non-imputation of fin, in one of the fore-ci- 
ted Scriptures, 2 Cor.$.19., yet neither is the one, 
or the other there mentioned, as diſtin& from ju- 
ſtification, through an Imputation of Chriſts Righ- 
teouſneſs, as the DoQor ſays. 

4+ We are no otherwiſe juſtified, than we arc 
pardoned, or reconciled to God, through the Im- 
putation of Chriſts Righteouſneſs, Chritts Righte- 
ouſneſs it felt being no mare neceſſary, nor acting 
any otherwiſe for the effecting of the one, than of 
the other, the agency thereot being that of a mo- 
rally efficient , or meritorious cauſe , towards 
our remiſſion , reconciliation , and jultincati- 
ON. 

5. If by the DoQtor's confeſſion, reconciliation 
and juſtihcation are reciprocally affirmed one of 
another, I am apt to think, that Philoſophy will 
warrant us from thence to conclude an identity, 
And by the laſt fore-cited Scripture, the identity, 
which the Doftor denics, may undoubtedly be 
evinced ; For the non-imputation of fin, . together 
with our reconciliation with God, is there menti- 
oned as all one, cven the felt fame thing, with our 
being made the Righteouſnels of God in Chriit, 
which may be truly paraphraſcd, with our being 
juſtined by the Rightcouſnels of Chriſtz but 1s 
talſly gloſſed, as the Doctor would have it, with 
the Imputation of the perte& and compicat righte- 

; Q'43 vulncss, 
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ouſneſs, or obedience of Chriſt to the Law of 
God, 

As for the other three places of Scripture al- 
ledged by him, he doth maniteltly wreſt them : 
For 

1, Though it be ſaid in Jer.23.6. That this is 
his name, whereby be ſhall be called, The Lord our 
Kighteouſnefs ( let who will be there meant by the 
Lord, whether God the Father , as Mr. Job» 
Humfreys thinks, or God the Son, as many others, 
it matters not here to make enquiry ) yet there is 
no fuch thing there cither mentioned, or meant, 
as Juſtihcation, through an Imputation of Chriſts 
Kightcoulncls unto us. 

2. Although in Rom, 4. 5. there is mention 
made of Gods Imputing Righteouſneſs unto us, 
yet by Rightconſneſs is not there meant the Righ- 
tcoutncls of Chriſt (i. e.) his perfect and com- 
pleat obcdience to the Law, nor are we by that 
expreſhon of the Apoſtle givento underſtand, that 
the ſaid rightcouſncls, or obedience of Chriſt is 
imputcd to us, but by it is meant a certain righte- 
ouſneſ(s, which is the eftect and fruit of Chriſts 
Righteouſncſs, and which for the ſake of Chriſts 
Righteouſncls, 15 imputcd to us, or confer'd ups 
ON US. 

3. There is not the Icaſt found, or whilper, ot 
a firncrs juſtification, through the Imputation of 
Chritts Kightcouſncls, in 1 Cer. 1.30. although 
the Doctor hath endcavourcd fſcvcral times, to 
pervert that Text to ſuch a ſence, as was never in- 
tcaded by the Apoſile. 

4. Whercas he ſays ( as he hath faid often ) 
that this Jalt (z.e.) juſtification, through an Im- 
putauon of Chrilts Righteouſneſs, we have by the 
lice of Chritt, he doth cxpretly contradit the 

Apollle, 
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Apoſtle, who affirms, That we are juſtified by 
the Blood of Chriſt ( 4 e. ) by his bloody 
death. 

The Doctor proceeds in his perverting the 
true ſence of certain other Scriptures , as after 
the recital of his words, I will demonſtrate in 
the following Chapter. 
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CHAP. XXXIV. 


Dottor Owen's miſ interpretation of Zech. 
3- 34+ That remiſſion of fin is no more 
the proper fruit of Chriſts death ( as the 
Dottor would have it ) than is Fuſtifica- 
tion. That there is not required 4 colla- 
tion of RighteouſnefS, over and above re- 
miſſion of ſin ( 4s he aſſerts ) in order to 
a right to heaven, His allegation of 
Eſa.61,10, to no purpoſe. 


P.187. HI S (that is, the diftin&i mention of 

Reconciliation, through a non-imputa- 
tion of ſin, and Juſtification, through an Imputation 
of righteouſneſſ ) is fully expreſſed, in that Typical 
repreſentation of our juſtification before the Lord, 
Zech.3-3,4,5. Two things are there expreſſed, to be- 
long to our free Acceptation before God, 1. The taking 
away the guilt of our fin, our filthy robes : This is 
done by the death of Chriſt, remiſſion of ſin is the pro- 
per fruit thereof, but there is more alſo required, 
even a Collation of righteonſneſl, and thereby a right 
to life eternal , this is here called fine change of ray- 
meat: So the Holy Ghoſt expreſſeth it again, Eſa. 
61.10, where be cal's it plainly the garment of ſal- 
vation, and the robe of righteouſneſſ: Now this is 
only made ours by the obedience of Chriſt, as the other 
by bis death, 

Anſ(w, 


We arc now come to Viſions and Revelations of 
the Lord, in the Expolitions whercot, I do con- 
tels 


— — 
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tes my if to have little exerciſed my talent 3 ne” 
vertheleſs I reply 

1. In a flat gainſaying his interpretation, and 
denial, that this (#.e. that reconciliation with 
God, and juſtification, through the Imputation of 
Chriſts Righteouſneſs, as things diſtin, is fully 
expreſſed, in that Typical repreſentation of the 
matter in Zech.3. For although I do yield, that 
remiſhon of {ins is repreſented by that vitible fign, 
( T have canſed thine iniquities (i. e.) in the guilt 
and puniſhment of them, to paſſ from thee ( i. e. 
I have pardoned them ) nevertheleſs I deny, that 
by the tine change of rayment, is there meant the 
Righteouſneſs of Chriſt, or juſtitication, through 
the Impuration of it unto us ; but I rather think, 
that by it is meant our own perſonal righteouſneſs, 
or holineſs, which doth oft-times in Scripture, go 
under the Metaphorical expreſſion ot a ſplendid 
veſt, fine linnen, robe, or the like, as I have a 
ready manifeſted. 

Briefly, My opinion is, That in the faid viſion 
of the Prophet, there is a repreſentation of juſtiti- 
cation (or remiſhon ot tm) and ſanCtihcation, as 
diſtin& things, but not ( as the Doctor will have 
it expounded ) of reconciliation ( or remiſhon ) 
and of juſtification , through the Imputation of 
Chriſts Rightcouſnes. 

2. Remiſſion of ſin is no more the proper fruit 
of Chrilis death (as the Door ſays) than is our 
juſtification 3 for as the Apoſtle ſomewhere fays, 
( We bave redemption through bis Blood, even the 
Forgiveneſi of our (ins ) fo he doth elſewhere lay, 
IWe are juſtified by bis Blood, Rom.5.9. I doubt 
not to ſay, It is a great miſtake in this Doctor (as 
in many others ) to aſſign our Reconciliation, or 
rcmilhon ot fin, and our Juſtitication, to ſeveral 
O 4 diſtinct 
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diſtin cauſes, the former to Chriſts paſſive obe- 
dience Chis death.) the other to his a@ive ( the 
obedience of his life imputed) whereas the truth 
Is in thele two things 3 

1. That reconciliation, or remiſſion of fin, and 
juſtification, are the (elf ſame thing in effect, as 
was atorclaid. 

2. Bring the ſame thing in effeR, although 
they are expreſſed by divers names, yet they are 
wholly to be alcribed to the whole obedience of 
Chrilt ( both of his life and death ) as joyntly 
conſtituting the meritorious cauſe thereot 3 fo that 
neither is remithon of fin, tobe more ſaid to be the 
proper fruit of Chrifts death , than juttincation, 
nor jultihcation, more properly the truit ot Chrilis 
life, than reniithon ot tin- 

3- I GENY what the Door here afhrms, VIg. 
That over and above remithon of fin, there is re- 
quired a co\[ation of righteouincls, in cider to a 
right to heaven. This hath been at large already 
diſproved in Ch.23. 

4. Whether the Doctor aoth here aflert Chriſts 
Righteouſncls it felt, or a right to ctcrnal life 
thereby conter*d, to be the tine linnen ſpoken of in 
Zech.z. is queſtionable : For it is doubttul, what 
conſtruction he weuld have his Readers to make of 
the Relative This, ( he ſaying, This 1s herc called 
hne change of rayment ) I mean, whether he 
would have it underſtood concerning the Righte- 
ouſncſs of Chriſt, or concerning the right to life 
etcrnal by it, This latter conliruction is of the 
ewo more obvious and rational, becauſe right to 
erernal lite, 1s in the order of his words the ncar- 
eſt Antccedent, the other ( a collation ot righte- 
Suſncis) being a little more remote. But let him 
bc underitood of cither, as 1 {aid bcfore, fo 1 lay 
againg 


= 
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in, That by the fine change of ra t, nei- 

ther of theſe are to nad ot bur righte- 

ouſneſs of ſanRification, or tine veſtment of holi- 

neſs. 

5- In the Expoſition of Eſay 61.10. I perceive 
a great difference betwixt the Doctor, and very 
many of the Brethren of his mind in this contro» 
verlie : For they undertaking to ſhew the mean- 
ing of the Holy Ghoſt therein, do conhdently fay, 
T hat the Holy Ghoſt, by the robe of righteouſ- 
neſs, and garment of falvation there mentioned, 
doth mean, The Rightcouſncſs of Chriſt him- 
ſelt 3 and thence it is, that they do rhetorically 
ſet forth the properties thereof, under the notion 
of a Veſt, how that it is Fine, Pure, White, Rich, 
Splendid — But the Do@or tells us, That the 
Holy Ghoſtſays not fo 3 for that, which the Holy 
Ghoſt doth there mean by the garment of ſalvati- 
on, is not the Righteouſneſs of Chriſt, but a righe 
to eternal lite collated upon us, by the Righteouſ- 
neſs of Chriſt imputed to us. Upon this occahon, 
I call to mind what is charged upon the falle Pro- 
phets of old, Exzek, 13. 7. They ſaid, the Lord 
faith it, albeit the Lord never fpoke it. 1n like 
ſort may it be ſaid, concerning the Authors of 
both the ſaid Interpretations, They fay, The Ho- 
ly Ghoſt means this and that by the garment of 
ſalvation, and the Robe of Rightcoulnels » where- 
as the truth is, the Holy Ghoſt in the Prophets 
words, did mcan neither this, nor that, but ſome 
other thing ( as I have already demonſtrated in 
Chap.30.) 

6. Whicreas the Doctor concludes, ſaying, (This 
is only made ours by the obedience of Chrilt)) and 
whereas his mcanirg therein is," that the other, 
viz. Remiſſion of fin, or reconciliation, is made 
ours 
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ours by the death of Chriſt, Iſhall fill deny ic 
Toties Quoties, even as oft as the Doftor ſhall af- 
hrm it. 

The Door proceeds to anſwer an ObjceQion, 
which in his ſagacity, he fore-ſfaw would be made 
againſt the doGrine by him maintained, touching 
the Imputation of Chriſts perfect obedience to the 
Law ( even it it ſelf ) unto us, viz. That it will 
follow from thence, that we are as righteous as is 
Chriſt himſclf. But this Objection , together 
with the Doctor's unſatisfactory Anſwer thereun- 
to, I have already mentioned, and made a reply 
to upon a fit occaſion, in Chap.25, to which I ſhall 
refer the Reader. * 

There is only a paſſage or two more in p.193« 
(wherein the Doctor ſpeaks to the ſame purpoſe as 
before ) which 1 will recite, and make reply 
unta, 


"yo 
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CHAP. XXXYV. 
That our deliverance from at of rejetHi- 


on, or uwacceptation, our Acceptati- 
on with God, are not two things, and to 
be aſcribed to two ſeveral cauſes, as the 
Dottor pretends. That in 2 Cor. 5. 21, 
miſ- alledged by him for his purpoſe, re- 
torted to the purpoſe againſt him, His 
tlzattaed in ſuppoſong, the old quar- 
rel betwixt God and ms to be taken away, 
and yet no new friendſhip contratted. 
His ſenſelefs contradittion in ſuppoſing , 
That Adam was guilty of no fin, and yet 
not t0 have had thereupon 4 ve 4s 
well as a negative holinef. That the non- 
imputation of fin , and the Imputation of 
rigbteouſneſs, are not two things, but one 
and the ſame thing, That Chriſts Righ- 
teouſneſs is not owr righteouſneſs before 
God , otherwiſe than tw 4 cauſal ſence, 
and that our righteouſneſs it ſelf before 
God is our own perſonal right:ouſneſs. 
That in Rom.5.18. vainly allcdged by the 
Door, to prove bis purpoſe. That the 
non imputation of ſin, and the Impatation 
of releceaſueſ ( 4 they are the ſame 
thing) ſo they are to be aſcribed to one 
and the ſame cauſe. 


P.193.JD T bis death Chriſt bearing the curſe , 
wndergoing the puniſhment, that was 


due 
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due to w, paying the ranſom, that was due for us, 
delivers uw from this condition ( that is, aſtate of re- 
jeflion, an4 our un-a:ceptation ) and thus far the 
death of  Chrift is the cauſe of our Acceptation with 
God, that all cauſe of quarrel and rejettion of us is 
thereby taken away ;, and to that end are his ſufferings 
reckoned to us ; For being made (in for w, 2 Cor. 
$. 21, be is made righteouſneſs unto w , 1 Cor. 
1.30. 
Anſw. 


1. The Doctor doth moſt unreaſonably make a 
ſinners deliverance, from a ſtate of rejzeRtion or un- 
acceptation, and his Acceptation with God, to be 
ewo things, whereas they are indeed but one and 
the ſame thing, and done at the fame time, by one 
and the fame divinea& : For as the Phyſician doth 
not remove the diſeaſe by one aft, and reſtore 
health to the Patient by another act ( healing the 
diſcaſe, and reſtoring health, being but two diffe- 
rent namcs, or conhiderations ot one and the fame 
thing.) in hike manncr God doth not deliver from 
a itate of un-acceptation by one act, and reſtore 
us to a ſtate of Acceptation by another, thele two 
being but two different names, exprethons, nott- 
ons, or conliderations of the ſame thing, 

2: As our deliverance from a ſtate of un-accep- 
tation, and our Acceptation with God, arc the 
{elf fame thing, and done by one and the ſame at 
ot God, 6 they are tobe aſcribed to the felt ſame 
cauſe, and not unto diff:rent cauſcs, as the Do- 
Ctor would have them to be atligacd, to wit, the 
former preciſc!y to the death of Chrilt, or the Im- 
putation ot Chriſts (uflcrings to us, the latter to 
the litc of ( aft, or Iinpuration of the obcdience 
of his lit: to uz, ncithcr of which indeed (wher 
ther 
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ther his doings, or ſufferings ) are properly, and 
in themſclves reckoned to us, but only in the ef- 
feds thereof, as hath oft upon occafion been before 
ſaid. 

3- The whole of our reconciliation to God, 
( our deliverance from enmity, and reſtoration in- 
to divine favour, or friendſhip, if any one liſt to 
divide it inte thole two parts ) our Acceptation 
with God, or Juſtification before God, is aſcribed 
to the death ot Chriſt, as hath been already prov- 
ed from Rom.5.9. the fame being alſo proveable 
from Col.1.20. 

4+ As one of thoſe Scriptures alledged by the 
Doctor (1 Cor.1.30._) makes nothing tor him, fo 
the other (2 Cor.$.2 1.) makes point blank, and 
molt fully againſt him, as hath been already des» 
monitrated. 

The Doctor gocs on, ſaying, in the fame 
Page, and in the words immediately follow- 
ng, 3 

But yet farther, Thu (that is, the removal of our 
guilt, or deliverance from a jtate of rejeftion, or un- 
acceptation ) will wot compleat our Acreptation with 
God, The old quarrel may be laid aſide, and yet no 
new friendſhip begun. We may be not ſinners, and 
yet not be fo far righteoxs, as to have a right to the 
kingdom of beaven. Adam bad ns right to life, hee 
cauſe be was innocent, he mu't moreover do This, and 
then be ſhall Ie. Hz muſt not only bave a negative 
righteouſneſl, be was not guilty of any thing, but 
alſo a poſitive righte wineſs, be muſt do all things. 
This then is required in the ſecond place, to our Come 
pleat Acceptation, that we hats not only the non-im- 
putation of fin, but alſo 4 reckming of righteouſneſs. 
Now this we bave in the obedience of the life of 
Chrift, This alſo was diſcovered in the lat Chap» 
ter, 
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ter. The obedience of the life of Chriſt war for un, 
is imputed to w, and is our Righteouſneſs before 
God : by bis obedience are we made righteow, 


Rom.F.18. 
Anſw. 


All this in effe& hath been already anſwered, 
= repetition whereof being needlels, I add, 

ct 

T. It is here contrary to ſenſe and reaſon, fſup- 
poſed by the Door, that the old quarrel betwixt 
God and us may be taken away, and yet no new 
friendſhip begun : For it is alike as to ſuppoſe 
darkneſs to beexpel'd, and yet no new light to be 
introduced, or ficknefs removed, and no health 
broughtin place. And as for the word ( Recon- 
ciliation) I havealways hitherunto underſtood the 
meaning of the word (paſſively taken) that it is 
To be made fricnds 3 and I cannot reconcile it to 
ſenſe or reaſon, to make any other conſtruction of 
it, as if perſons could tbe Reconciled, and yet not 
made Friends. 

2, It is a ſenſcle(s contradiftion for the Doctor 
to imagine (as he doth) that Adam was not guil- 
ty of any thing, and yet that he had not a pohitive 
as well as a negative righteouſneſs : For to ima» 
gine, or ſuppoſe this, is to ſuppoſe him to be guil- 
ty of no lin at all, and yet to fuppole him guilty 
of ſome fin (i.e. ) of fin, or fins of omiſl- 
ON- 

3. Suppoſe that Adam muſt have a poſitive as 
well as a negative righteouſneſs, in order to his 
right to life, yet it will not follow from thence, 
That in order to our right to life, we muſt have 
the potitive righteouſneſs, or perfe obedience of 


Chriſis life, in it ſelf imputed to us for that oo, 
the 
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tac Imputation of Chriſts poſitive Righteouſneſs 


unto us for that purpoſe, being no more neceſſary, 
than the Imputation of his negative Rightcouſ- 
nels. 


4- A non-imputation of ſin, and a reckoning of 
rightcouſneſs, ye the ſelt ſame thing incffeR, as 
appears {evidently by Rom..4-5,6. and fo likewiſe is 
reconciliation, or a non-imputation of fin, all one 
with righteouſneſs, or our being made the righte- 
ouſneſs of God in Chriſt, as appears by 2 Cor.5, 
19,21. ThataQ of God, whereby hedoth per- 
tectly pardon our fin, is interpretatively nothing 
elſe, but an Imputation of a perte& righteouſneſs, 
or 2 fulhlling of the Law, even as that aq, by 
which the Sun diſpels the darkneſs, doth fill the 
air with light. 

5. The obedience of Chriſt verily was for us, 
but it may not therefore be truly faid in itſelf to be 
imputed to us, nor is it ourfrightcouſneſs before 
God otherwiſe, than in a cauſal fence. 

6, Nor doth that Text here alledged by the 
Docor (Rom.5.18. prove in the leaſt, that the 
obedience of Chriſts lite is imputed to us, it ha- 
ving been oft times for this purpoſe alledged by 
him, but ill 1 muſt ſay, to no purpoſe, 

7, The Imputation of righteouſneſs ( which is 
indeed all one with the non-imputation of fin) we 
have from the joynt obedience of Chrifts lite and 
death, but not trom both of them, or from cither 
of them, in themiclves imputcd to us, 
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CHAP. XXXVI 


The difference betwixt Dr. Owen and Mr. | 
Ferguſon in their opinion , concerning 
the Imputation of Chriſts Righteouſneſs, 
or Obeazence unto us, plainly laid open in 
their own words, recited. That the Do- 
Hor denies Chriſts death to have been tn 

our $ but only as it was penal. The 

Author's opinion plainly and expreſly de- 

clared, in oppoſition t» the DotFor's. That 

ſattsfaltion was no otherwiſe the effet# 

of Chriſts death as « penalty, than as 4 

price, and 4s 4 ſacrifice. 


] Shall cloſe what I have to ſay, concerning the 
Imputation of Chriſts Kighteouſneſs unto us, 
by acquainting the Reader, that the fore-named 
Authors ( Dr. O. and Mr. F. ) do to my fſcem- 
ing, fo plainly differ betwixt themſclves, touch- 
ing that Rightcouſnefs of Chriſt, by them aſſerted 
to be imputed to us, that I am not able torecon- 
cile them, Mr. F. afferting the Imputation of all 
Chrilts Mediatory Obedicnce unto us , but the 
Doctor only once part thereof: And that what 
ſcems thus to me, may appear to others, I will 
more at large recite the words of them both, and 
thereupon leave the judgment thereof, to every 
indiflerent and intelligent Reader. 

God (fays Mr. F. p.555,559.) having admit- 
ted the interpoſure of Chriſt on our b:half,, and ba- 
ving infliied ſufferings #pon him, as a puniſhment 


or 
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for our fins, and baving accepted thoſe ſufferings, as 
8 ſacrifice of atonement for the expiation of our guilt 
and baving alſo agreed with bis Son, and declared 
in the Covenant of grace the terms, on which we are 
made partakers of the benefits thereof, we wpon the 
ormance of theſe conditions, come to bave all that 
Chrift did and ſuffered ss our Mediator, Imputed to 
W in a Law-ſence, And this being all, that we do 
mend by a Legal Union with Chrift, namely, Thas 
by the Covenant of redemption, Chriſt ſo becomes one 
Surrogate, as ts bave our fins in a Law-ſence impu- 
ted to bim, and we througbfulfilling the terms of the 
Covenant of grace, bave all that Chriſt did and ſuf- 
fered as our Mediator, Imputed in a Law-ſence tou : 
He muſt not only diſclaim Chriſts being Mediator in 
any proper ſence, but renounce the whole Goſpel that 
denier it, 

Thus we perceive plainly, that Mr. F. is far 
the Imputation of all Chrifts Mediatory obedience 
unto us ( as of our lins to him ) in a Law-ſence, 
that is, and as that phraſe is uſually explained, in 
ſuch fort; as if we had done all that he did, and 
ſuffered all that he ſuffered, or as if God did re- 
pute, that we in and by Chriſt had done and fut- 
tered the whole thereof : Thus Mr. Rols in his 
Prodromus explains the ſence, ſaying (p.$6.) God 
reckons Believers in and by Chriſt their Surety, to 
have ſatisfied divine juſtice. And we perceive allo 
by the words fore-cited, what a dreadful ſentence 
Mr. F. paſſes upon all thoſe, who gainlay the aid 
Imputation of all Chrifts Mediatory obedience 3 
which ( for ought I can perceive ) will light hea- 
vily upon Dr. @. himſelf, as well as any others : 
For the Doctor doth diſtinguiſh concerning a dou- 
ble Law, to which Chriſt as our Mediator did per- 
form obedience 3 P 1:Ge- 
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1. Gencral (i. re.) the Law of nature, or mo- 
ral Law, compriting every Law of God, where- 
to we were ſubxct and obnoxious. 

2, Special, or the peculiar Law of Mediator- 
ſhip, which reſpe&ed himſelt meerly 3 and to this 
peculiar Law he refers Chriſts obedience in dying, 
Job.10.18. Thus hedothdiſtinguiſh in his Book, 
( Comm. p.178,179.,) Now what obedience of 
Chriſt is imputed to us, or to which of thoſe 
Laws | to one, or both | as he doth there deter- 
mine, fohe doth tully explain in his late Vindicati- 
on, f-213,214. whole words 1 ſhall tranſcribe, as 
tollowerh ; 

Plainly (ſays he) I bave ſhewed, that there was 

au eſpecial Law of Mediatorſhip, which Chriſt was 
ſubjelt unto, as the commandment of the Father, 
That be ſhould be incarnate, that be (howld be the 
King, Priejt and Propbet of bis Church, that be 
ſhould bear our iniquitier, make bis ſoul an offering 
For fin, and give bis life a ranſom for many, were the 
principal parts of this Lane. The whole of it I have 
lately explain'd, in my Exercitations unto the ſe- 
cond part of the Expoſition, on the Epiſtle to the 
Hebrews. This Law our Lord Jeſws Chrift did not 
yield obedience to in our ftead, as if we bad been ob- 
liged originally unto the duties of it, which we nei- 
ther were, nor could be ,, although what be ſuffered 
penally in any of them, was in our flead, without 
which conſideration be could xot have righteonſly ſuf- 
fered in any kind. And the following trivial ex- 
ception of this Anthor, abont the chligation on ws to 
lay down onr lives for the Brethren, is meet for bim 
t0 put in , ſeeing we are not obliged ſo 10 die for any 
one, #5 Chriſt died for w. Was Paul cracified for 
you F 


But 
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But ſecondly, Chrift our Mediator, and as Media» 
tor, was obliged unto all that obedience unto the mo» 
ral Law, and all other Laws of God, that the 
Church was obliged unto; and that, which I have 
erted herecn is, That the effetis of the former obe- 
ence of Chriſt are communicated unto ws, but the 
Latter obedience it ſelf is imputed untow. And as 
for the former obedience, his expreſs words are, 
(Comm. p.181.) 

It is not Imputed unto w, 4s though we had 
done it, though the Swnviguam and fruits of it 
are, 

Thus by comparing the words of the faid Au- 
thors together, we may palpably perceive the dif 
ference betwixt them, reconcile them, who can 
for me 3 for I cannot 3 fo that, how the Doctor 
can avoid coming under the faid terrible cenſure, 
or {entence of his Brother Mr. F. I know not. 
But the comfort truly is, That as the curſe cauſe- 
leſs ſhall not come, and is not therefore to be 
dreaded, fo Mr. Ferguſon's ſentence _ ground- 
leſs, need not therefore to be feared, whether by 
the Doftor, or by any other : For he, who de- 
nies the Imputation of our fin to Chriſt, and of all 
he did and ſuffered (all his active, and all his pa 
live obedience } to us, in Mr. Ferguſon's Law- 
ſence, doth not diſclaim Chrilt his being our Me- 
diator, in any proper ſence, nor doth he renounce 
any part, or tittle of the Goſpel, as hath been al- 
ready manifeſted in this Treatiſe 3 nor doth the 
faid denial impeach any ſuch Union of Believers 
with Chriſt, which the Scriptures do affert, by 
what name fever it be entitled, whether Legal, 
or Moral, or any other name of mans impoling : 
Nor doth it properly belong to the office of Medi 
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ation, or to a proper Mediator, that what is done 
by him in perſon, ſhould be in it felt C properly 
and formally confidered ) imputed unto, or rec- 
koncd as doneby the perfon, in whoſe behalf he 
doth mediate, Yet if inſtead of the word Media- 
tor, Mr, F. had uſed the word Surety , I would 
have yiclded, That Chriſt is not in any place of 
Scripture ſaid to be our Surety, in a ſtrict and pro- 
er ſence of the word : For fo far as hithertol 
ave apprehended the ſence of the word, in the 
Propricty thercof, a proper Surety is bound to the 
Crcditor in the ſelf ſame Bond or obligation, with 
the principal Debtor : Now the caſe betwixt 
Chrilt and us is otherwiſe z for he is not bound in 
the ſame Bond with us, nor was our obhgation 
tranſlated upon him, or aſſumed by him, but he 
cook upon him an obligation peculiar to himſclt. 
which obligation was not only individually, but 
alſo ſpecihcally diffcrent trom ours, ours being Os- 
ligatio Criminis, and his only Contradws, as hath 
been before faid, and prov'd. Morcover, Chriſt 
15 not our Surcty in any more proper ſence, thai 
our {ins are propcr debts, or God a proper Credi- 
for, which cxprecfſions are not proper, but Meta- 
phorical. And withal 1 will fay, That although 
I ſhould deny, that Chritt is imany place of Scrip- 
ture fajd to be ovr Surety in a proper fence, yet it 
will not from thence follow, that I do deny the 
whole Goſpcl , or any the leaft fcruple of the 

of [f eh 
L tall now return to the words of Dr. O. fore- 
cited, whereupon I dcetire it may be obſerv- 

cd ; 

1, That having aflerted Chriſts dying for our 
hos, to be a principal part of the Law of Mcdiati- 
on 
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on peculiar to himſclf, he doth both affirm and 
deny his obedience thereunto to have been in our 
ltcad, 

1. He doth ſimply deny, that his obcdi- 
ence thereunto, or dying fur us, was in our 
ltcad, 

2, He doth affirm it in ſome reſpe& to have 
been in our ſtead, viz. as his dcath was penal, 
and fo likewiſe that all which he ſuffered penally, 
in what pertained to the peculiar Law of the Mc- 
diator, was in our ſtcad 3 and this he athrms tor 
this reaſon, viz. becauſe otherwiſe he could not 
have rightcouſly ſuffcred in any kind. 

To which I reply ; 

1. To the reaſon of his athrmation, and that by 
denying the torce of it, and by aſſerting the con- 
ftrary, 2iz. That although Chriſts death as penal, 
had not bcen in our ſtcad (7. e.) imputed to us, 
in the Law-ſcnce as atorclaid, as it we had fuftcred 
in and by hin what he ſuftered (which is the Do- 
Qor's meaning of the word | inflead | neverthe- 
lefs he might rightcouſly ſufter, and he did rightc- 
ouily ſuffer in that kind, and in many other kinds 
belides death it (elf ; For he did no lcfs ſpontangs 
outly, than at the will ot his Fathcr, take upon 
him an obligation ſo to do (7. e.) tobe obedient, 
CVEN unto death. tor the CAPIATION OF OUT INS 3 
whereupon the Doctor may remember the old and 


true ſaying, Yolent! won fit inj:tria, 

2. As to what was both afticmcd and denicd by 
the Doctor, I reply ; 

1. What hc denics imply, I ſhall timply afhem, 
That Chriſts death was in our ficad, yca in all 
manner of- conhiderations of it, it was in our 


ſiead. 
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2. What he affirms concerning the death of 
Chriſt in one reſpe&, or under one conſideration 
of his death, I ſhall deny under conlideration of 
the ſence of the phraſe [ inſtead ] as by him intend- 
&d, ſaying, Chriſt did not cither in that, or any 
other conhideration of his death, die in our ſtead, 
(i.e.) ſtriatly, and in a Law-ſence, In perſonk no- 
fra, as if fo be God had reckoned his death to be 
our death, or that we had ſuffered death in and by 
him, or as if our obligation to ſuffer puniſhment, 
had been transfer*d upon him. 

3- Foraſmuch as the Doctor doth ſimply deny, 
that, which for my own part I never did, but do 
ſimply and poſitively affirm the contrary, viz. 
That the death of Chriſt was in our ftead, Imay 
well think it ſtrange, that he hath hitherto eſca- 
ped the charge of Sccinianiſin > whereas it my ſelf, 
or any of my Brethren, who maintain what I have 
profeſſedly aſſerted in this controverſie, ſhould 
imply deny, That Chriſfts death was in our ſtead, 
am much afraid, that we ſhould not fo eſcape, 
but that rather our names would be enrolled in 
that black Liſi, But that it may farther appear, 
what a great gulf there is fixed berwixt us and the 
SOcinians, 1 do here profeſs in my own ( and 1 do 
not know, but that 1 may ſincerely make the ſame 
profeſſhon, in the name of all thoſe my Erethren) 
laying, 

Atcer all this Diſpute, 1do freely and plainly 
confels and acknowledg, and this I do without 
any of Dr, Owen's diſtinQtions, That All Chriſts 
Mediatory Obedience, To Any Law Whatſoever, 
| Common To Us, Or Peculiar To Himſe'f} Eſpe- 
cially His Obedience To The Death Of The Crols, 
Was Under All Conliderations | Both As A Pe» 
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nalty, As A Price, And As A Sacrifice ] Ia Our 
Stead 3 And Foraſmuch As The Dignity, Or Va- 
lue Ot All His Obedience, Did Depend Upon The 
Dignity Of His Perſon ( He Being Both Ged, 
And Man ) 1 Do Conte6, That All His Obedi- 
ence Was In Our Stead (That is) To Beltcad 
us, And That It Did Bettcad Us, In The Pur- 
chaling Of A Pardon, And Life Eternal For Us, 
Upon Terms Exprefſed In The Goſpel, Promiſcd 
To Us, And Upon Performance T hercot, To Be 
Confer'd Upon Us; And That The Said Obedi- 
ence Ot Chriſt (Both Active, and Pathve, As Ic 
Is Uſually Stiled ) Is Imputcd To Us, Although 
Not Inunediatcly, And In It Selt, Yet To As 
Much Purpoſe, And Keal Benchr, As It It Were 
Actually, Or Could Pothbly Be So Impured , 
( that is ) That It Is Imputed To Us Tn All Its 
Saving Fruits, And Bleſſed Efcas, All That His 
Forefaid Obedience, Making Up One Entire Me- 
ritorious Cauſe Ot All The S2i4 Benckts, And 
Blcilings. 

Hercupon 2s God makes his appeal, faying, 
( And now O Inhabitants of Jeruſalem, and men of 
Judab, jugs I pray you between m2 and my wvine- 
yard, what contd bave b2en done move, than——) 
in like fort ſnall | make my appcal to all, Eying, 
And now ( Men, Brethren and Fathers ) prdge f 
pray you betwixt us, who do make the faid Can- 
tcfſon of our faith in this wattcr, and Gur advir- 
faries, who notwithſtanding will clamour agaadt 
us, and {tigmatize us with that odious name of So- 
cinianiſm ; what reed we ? what czn we | ſatza 
veritate | ſay more, whereby to acquit cur {.tvcs 
from all czuſc, or colour of being ac: culcd as Soct- 
nlaus, 
P 4 La{ily, 
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Laftly, Treply upon occaſion of the Doctor's 
fore-cited words, That foraſmuch as he doth ac- 
knowledg Chriſts death to have been in our ſtead, 
only as it was penal, ora puniſhment, it is there» 
fore juſtly enquirable, under what conſideration, 
or in what reſpe& his death was not in our flead 3 
and by obſerving what he ſays concerning the death 
of Chriſt (p.1S8. Comm. ) it ſects to me, That 
he denies it to be in our ſtead, 25 it was a Price, 
and as it was a Sacrihces and that this may appear 
to others as well as to my fclt, I will recite his 
words, as followeth ; 

The death of Chritt is in Scripture propoſed under 
4 three-fold conſideration, Of 8 Price, of 4 Sacrifice, 
and of a Penalty. 

I. It is a Price, 1Cor. 6.20, 1 Pet, 1. 19. 
1 Tim.4.6. Now the proper effec and iſſne of the 
death of Chriſt s a price, or ranſom, is Redemp- 
HOM ——= 

2. P.189. It ws a Sacrifice alſo, Heb.10, 5. 
Eſa.53.10. Eph.s. 2. Now the end of Sacrifices, 
ſuch 4s bis was, bloody, and for fn, Rom.4.3. Heb. 
2.17, ws Atonement and Reconciliation, Eph. 5.2. 
Efa.53.10. Dan.9.24. Rom.y.10 —— 

3. It was alſo a Puniſhment, a puniſhment in owr 
fexd, Efa53.5. 6.12. 1 Pct.2.24---Now bearing of 
puniſhment tends diretily, to the giving ſatisfatlion 
fo bim, who was iffended, and on that account in- 
flicied the puniſhment--- His ſubſtituting himſelf in 
our room, being alowed of by the Kighteow Judg, 
ſatirfatiion to bim doth thence properly en» 
ſue. 

Tothis I reply, ſaying, 

1. Redemption and Reconciliation are not at all 
diſtint benchts ot the death of Chrilt 3 for they 

are 


0 
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are one and the ſelf Game faving benefit, they being 
bue diſtin or ſeveral narnes, given In ſeyeral re- 
ſpedts ta one and the ſame thing: And very 
truth is, That Redemption ( z. &. ) redemption 
from the guilt of fin (1 mean the word Redempri- 
on paſſively taken.) and Reconciliation with God, 
even as alſo forgiveneſs of fin, and juſtification, 
with many other words which might be named, 
are Synonimous expreiſions in Scripture, import- 
ing in effe the (lt (ame thing, as may appear by 
the current of the Scriptures, many whereof have 
been already named , to which, more, were it 
needful, may ealily be added, 2 Cor.y.18,19. Epb. 
1.7. Col.1.14. Kom.y. 9,10. and 4- 24,35. Gal.3. 
13,14. With v8. 

2. As Redemption and Reconciliation are one 
and the fame faving benefit of Chriſts death, fo 
much leſs do they flow from any fuch nice, or di- 
{tin& conſideration, as the Dodtor afhrms ( 4. e. } 
the one from the conlideration of Chriſts death, as 
a Price, and the other as a Sacrifice : But as they 
are in cfic& one (aving benefit, fo they flow from 
one caulc, the death of Chriſt, our reconciliation 
flowing, no more, or otherwiſe from the death of 
Chriſt as a Sacrifice, than as a Price3 nor doth 
our redemption more flow frem the death ot Chriſt 
as a Price ( however it may be thence denomina- 
ted) than from it as a Sacrihce, but entircly from * 
the death of Chriſt, as a meritorious cauſe, it be- 
ing all one in cffc& to ſay, it follows from it as an 
expiatory Sacrifice, as to fay, it follows from it as 
a valuable Price. 

3. I know no more rcaſon to ſay, That fatis- 
faction is the iſſue of Chriſts death, contidered as 
a Peralty, than as it was a Price, or Sacrihce; 

tor 
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for Chriſts death was as well a Price fatisfaQo- 
To. and a Sacrifice fatisfatory, as a Puniſh- 

: For the end of paying a 
Price, and the end of Sacrifices , was fatisfa- 
Qon of its kind, and to fay, that Chriſts death 
Was 2 Propitiatory , or Expiatory Sacrihce, is 
all one (I ever thought )) as to ſay, it is a 
Satisfactory Sacrifice. So that TI am altogether 
diffatished, as to the fountain, or riſe of the 
Satisfa&ion here mentioned by the Doctor , 
God being as well fatisfied by the death of 
Chriſt, under the notion of a Price , or Sacri- 
fice, as of a Penalty. 


4- In what ſence the death of Chrift was, 
or may be ſaid to be a Punifhment , I have 
already declared in anfwer to Mr. F. and ir 
will not be needful here , to repeat what hath 
been there faid. 


5. Finally , Whereas the Dofor doth only 
affirm , That Chrifts death was in our ſicad, 
under the conſideration of a Penalty , 1 have 
already in the third Branch of my Reply, 
ſhewed , That it was under all conliderations 
in our ſtead ( both as a Penalty, as a Price , 
and as a Sacrifice } and I have explained more- 
over, in what ſence it was in our fteads and 
I delire the Reader, that he would again f© 
peruſe ir, as if it had becn in this place [ to- 
_ with my faid Appcat ] again infert- 
c 
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1 will conclude with that Prayer of Calvin, 
which Bez.s his Scholar tells us was his con» 
ſtant form , before his Le&ures in the pub- 


lick Schools 3 Det nobys Dominus m Calefhis 
ſue ſapientie myſteris cum vere pietatis profru- 
fin verſari , in gloriam ſuam, & edificationem 
noftram. Amcn. 
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